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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
eat U.S. ARMY ADMINISTRATION* ENTER

OFFICE OF THE COMMANDING GENE IAL

FORT BENJAMIN HARKISON. INDIANA 46216

LEADERSHIP MONO:RAPH SERIES

INTRODUCTION

The Army War College's Leadership Monograph Series, which grew
out of the Leadership for the 1970's Study is presented in consolidated
form. On 1 September 1974 the ADMINCEN, the Army's proponent
for leadership doctrine, assumed responsibility for this series.
Present plans call for the continuation of this series on a quarterly
basis.

The Leadership Monograph Series is dedicated to keeping Army
leaders informed on a broad range of pertinent techniques of
leadership and management. The series will also focus on the
officer corps and seek to highlight the corps' real fiber as well as

- oexpress its fundamental value system. Emphasis will be placed on
the individual's responsibilities and obligations to the nation, the
corps and to the individual soldiers he is priviledged to command.

vMonographs one through five have been reprinted even though the
data is five years old because they provide a valid and comprehensive
view of leadership perceptions which is an important point of depar-
ture for the continuation of the series. Current plans call for updating
the data base on a periodic basis.

Your comments, criticisms and contributions which would be beneficial
in improving this publication as well as identifying future topics for
consideration are welcome. Correspondence should be addressed to
this Headquarters, ATTN: ATCP-HR-M.

EU E. F ESTER
jor General, USA

omnmanding
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US ARMY WAR COLLEGE LEADERSHIP MONOGRAPH SERIES

PREFACE

In 1971, a study on "Leadership for the 1970's" was conducted by the
US Army War College at the direction of the Chief of Staff. Shortly
thereafter, teams from the CONARC Leadership Board visited Army posts,
camps, and stations throughout the world, discussing professionalism
and leadership, and gathering data which represents the views of leaders
at all grade levels on the subject .5f leadership.

The information collected by the CONARC leadership teams constitutes
the largest data base on A&my leadership ever assembled. The US Army
War College, with assistance frm the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Personnel, has undertaken the task of analyzing this msssive data

base.

The results of these analyses, an related material, will be published
as a continuing series of monographs over the next several years. it is
our hope that these monographs will be of practical value to those charged

with the responsibility for policies and programs of leadership development.

It should be noted that the vlews expressed in the monographs are those of

the authors and not necessarily those of the Department of Defense, the
Department of the Army, or the US Army War College.

FRANKLIN M. DA&VIS, JR.
Major General, USA
Commandant
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NEACKGROUND OF THE US ARMY WAR COLLEGE MOXOGRAPH SERIES

The USAWC Basic Study.

In January of 1971 the Chief of Staff of the Army directed the
US Army War College to undertake a study of Army leadership. The major
findings were presentel tc him on 3 June, and to the Secretary of the
Army and the Army Policy Council on 16 June. (A comprehensive descrip-
tion of the study was published in Leadership for the 1970's: USAWC

_ Study of Leadership for the Professional Soldier, 20 October 1971.)

As the potential utility of the study became apparent, close liaigon
was established with the CONARC Leadership Board, organized at Fort Bragg
in May 1971.

CONARC Leadership Board.

The CONR.C Leadership Board, organized at the direction of the
Chief of Staff of the Army, and headed by then Brigadier General Henry
C. Emerson, incorporated the methodology and findings of the AWC study
into its world-wide seminar program. This program sent carefully trained
leadership seminar teams to all Army installations (other than Vietnam)
which had a population of 5000 or more. As part of this program,
leadership data were collected from 30,735 Army personnel. These data
form the largest information base on leadership ever collhcted.

World-wide Semple.

Even a sample size much smaller thsn 30,000 would have far surpassed
the number of respondents needed to provide valid representation of
various aspects of overall Army leadership. However, the great value of
such a massive data base becomes apparent when it permits focusing on
specific sub-groups within the Akny. For example, we can study the
leadership ideas of Artillery majors, or non-white Infantry captains,
or subordinates of non-white majors, and have confidence in the statis-
tical indicators resulting from the analysis.

Use to Date.

The data from the world-wide survey were sumnarized for each major
conmiand, and the findings were provided directly to the major comanders.
Many commanders found the data from their costmand of considerable value.
For example, the 82nd Airborne Division has used this information as the
basis for a comprehensive, continuing program of leadership training and
action. The US Military Academy has included the original study as an
integral part of the,r leadership instruction, and the US Army Infantry
School has incorporated both methodology and substantive findings in
portions of its curriculum. Selected Command Sergeants Major, assembled
at Fort Bliss in 1972 to help construct the new curriculum for the
Sergeants Major Academy, made extensive use of the findings in designing

leadership instruction for potential Sergeants Major.
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Data Rase Potential.

While both the War College in~itial study and certain portions of
the worldl-wide data collection effort already have been put to practical
use, the unique and potentidilly rich resource represented by the nearly
30,000 responses has not been tapped as an errity to disclose trends and
chart~cteristics of sub-groiups such as those prevjously mentioned. The
current Army War College Leadership Monograph Series is the first effort
to analyze this wide data baste in depth and to report on pertinent

ftneirngs.

Leadership in Pvtsp%&ctive.

These Lo ader~hfp monographsq dre luiligned to provide oractic~al infor-
mation to school faculty members, individual oftfice:rs, and students of

leadership concepts and meathods. The uiltimate objective of the rionographs

is co contribute to the combat eifectiveness of the Army by continued
improvement of individujal leadership and the leadership climate in which
operations and training take place. !t is recognizcd throughout this
discussion that leadership remains ai inxcpersonality-oriented,
situationally-dependent function; and that leadership is but one of the
kev elements'which determine organizational effectiveness. But in this

era of rapid change, both Wi thin the US Army and throughout other people-
oriented institutions in merican society, insight into the various
aspects of leadership seems to be partic-'1ar!y relevant to the many

problems at hand. For Army officers, comissioned oz- non-conissioned,
leadership is our profession and demands continued stu~y ind development.

Theoretr~al Concept of the ( i inalStudy.

-he original Army Wax College study, Leadership for the 1970's,

focused on the idea of reciprocity as expressite through th'n concept of
an informai contract which exists between the individual and the organi-

zation. This monograph series retains the same focus. However, the
;&pplication of the concept of informal contract has beer sharpened in
each case to pinpoint that portion of the "contract" thavt involves ti-S

individual leader. his superior, and his subordinates. The basic idea
is that the individual 1eader at any: level in the organi~ation expects

certain behavior from lhv .periAor. 'rom his uimordinates, and from
himself. Also, both hi; superior anti hicz subordinates expect certain
beha.-icr fron him. it al-pears that only when these expe'ctations--the
1. crm' " of the informal contract- *are known and met thar true leadership

can take ilace.

The degree to which the informal contract is fulfilled both upward
anml dowiward throiighout the hierarchy. of the organization determines in
greait Part the total leader-hip climate of the organization. If only
the expectations of ;.uperiorq~ are recognized as important, the result ia

= high ror-e tiaJ for organizational tyranny In which only raw power, and
-n'ran~d throtigi, re=ar and punishment can be ust&.. At the othcr extreme,
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__ when only the expectations of subordinates are recognized, there is high
potentia) for unproductive peruiissivenes&, cenfusioi, and unbounded dis-
organi~stion. Obviously, neither of these two extremes will allow an
e ffective, disciplined, voluntcer Army to exist. Thus the central theme
of the original study and this monograph is:

Is THE LEADERSHIP MC'ST APPROPRIATE FOR THE 1970'S IS THAT
WHICH PRODUCES A TOTAL LEAD5XSHIP CLIMATE CHARACTERIZED
BY RECOGNiTION AND FUISILLMENT OF YHE INFORMAL CONTRACT
NU ORDER TO INSURE KISSIOK ACCC*(PLISHKENT OVER THE LONG
TraM.

E Basi mtonograph series will a:rer.'t to d:efine the appropriate termns

of he nfomalcontract, and Lhe extent t-) which they were being recog-

will be focused on what appear to b-i four basic leadership "modules"
_within the Army. *These modv'es are: Junior NCO leadership (E4-E6);

Senior NCO leadership (E7-E9); Company Grade Officer leadership (01-03);
and Field Grade Officer leadership (04-06). A trifocal view of each
modu~le will be used in each of two ways as diagrmed below:

ioior

ns seen by Oedesipo

t ~Selected level y Select~ed level Thsee

SubordnatesOf Subordinate

= { TRI-FOCAL VIEW OF LEADERSHIP MODULES

Data for this tri-focal view of leadership were obtained by asking
about one-third of the 30,735 respondents to complete a written question-
naire describing the leadership of their imediate superior; another thirdA
to complete the questionnaire, describing the leadership of one of their
immdiate subordinates; and the final third to complete the questionnaire,
describing their own leade.ship.
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In addition to various demographic it.ms and a measure of satisf4cetio
with the overall performance of the individual described, the questi.amire

.Sed in the study included a list of 43 specific items ot behavior which
Army leaders commonly demonstrate.1 For each behavior, three questions
,ere asked: "How often does he?" "How often should he?" and "How important

was this to you?" The first question is a measure of perceived actual
;,,.rformance; the second a statemen: of expectations, and the third an

indicator or weighting factor oi the critiility of the behavi = as
S:erceived by the respondent.

Aoout half of the 43 behaviors were derived fairly directly from the

S1011 eroilg leadership r,:search conducted over the years at Ohio State

:-iversity under an Office of Naval Research Program. The other items

- d-rivd from various pre-tesLed sources and wcre included in order

L :aior the list to conrorin as closely as possible to the particular

,u.ands ot current Army leadership.

.ire,t of the Monograph Series.

he basic objective of the series is to exploit the utilitarian
otential of an extraordinary data base by providing insight rega:,±ing

= ~ .eadership information pertaining to specific groupings of Army leaders.

In order to present useable information in convenient forat at the
arliest practicable time, each of the monographs will address a particular

.re!V or aspect of leadership. Sv.ch variables as length of service, grade,

..tc, branch, and education will be addressed trom the tri-focal perspec-

:ve previously described. Additionally, the monograph series may include

-'ated information derived from other studies related to contemporary

..-v leadership. In all cases the criteria for monograph subject matter
.1I be its relevance to current problems and opportunities in the realm

,. practical leadership in today's Army.

1 Tht. behaiiors used in the questionnaire are listed on the iside
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MONOGRAPH # 1: DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF US ARMY LEADERS

PURPOSE

The purpose of this first US Army War College Leadership Monograph
is to lay a foundation. For the student of leadership, whether he is
new or experienced, this monograph does not suggest what to do. It is a
reconnaissance of the people who comprise most of the Army's leadership
structure--and therein lies its practical, useable value. The monograph
will answer questions such as the following:

1. What are the grade distributions for the superiors of
Junior NCOs, Senior NCOs, Company Grade Officers, and Field Grade Officers
in the sample?

2. What are the grade distributions for subordinates of

Junior NCOs, Senior NCOs, Company Grade Officers, and Field Grade Officers
in the sample?

3. From what area of the country do most of the Army's Junior
NCOs, Senior NCOs, Company Grade Officers, and/or Field Grade Officers
come?

4. What percentage of white and non-Ahite Company Grade and
Field Grade Officers entered the Army as enlisted men?

5. What are the matn demog-aphic differences between white
and non-white leaders at any given level of leadership?

METHOD AND DATA

As mentioned in the series introduction, most of the subsequent
monographs will focus on various aspects of one or more of four basic
leadership modules--Junior NCO leadership, Senior NCO leaderahip, Company
Grade Officer leadership, and Field Grade Officer leadership. Each module
contains three groups intimately involved with the leadership level of
the module. These are: (1) the leaders at that level themselves;
(2) superiors of leaders at that level; and (3) subordinates of leaders
at that level.

This initial monograph provides the demographic characteristics of
each of these three groups for each module. In addition, each group is
further broken out by race. For this presentation the racial variable
has been simplified to look at only whites and non-whites. This breakdown

1-2



has resulted in 24 separate categories or groups of individuals. Figure I
presents these categories and the number of individuals in each. Figure 2
provides a "thumbnail sketch" of the average individual in each category.

For each category, circle charts have becn used (Figures 3 - 6) to
indicate the percentage distribution of seven demographic characteristics
within that category. These characteristics are age, grade, length of
service, education, method of entry into the Army, geographic area of
origin, and type of comnunity environment prior to entering the Army.

In general, the charts speak for themselves. In combination, the
charts describe with considerable precision the demographic character-
istics of Army leaders. When you study the charts and make your own
analyses, you can begin to see some interetsting and useable facts and
relationships. In the findings section, comment will be made on some of
the more significant comparisons.

There are numerous ways of analyzing the data in the circle charts.
We could study the data in terms of percentages, mean values, difference
scores, or correlations. Using all available means would provide the
most complete understanding of the content. Such an analysis, however,
would be unduly complex. Contradiction would arise which would be a
function not of the meaning of the data, but rather of the purpose and
method of analysis chosen.

A percentage analysis has certain limitations, well known to zhe
statistician. Nevertheless, a percentage analysis will make the data
more useful to a greater- number of people. The figures and the findings,
therefore, are built around the percentage--in the belief that this
method of analysis has greatest utility in providing a reconnaissance of
the characteristics of those who comprise the Army's leadership structur
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NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS IN EACH CATEGORY

F LEADERSHIP NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS
MODULE POSITION RACE IN EACH CLASS _

White 3,223
Supcriors 3,922

Non-white 699

TR. White 2,398

NCO Jr. NCOs 3,106 8,392

Non-white 708

{White 1,106

Suborainates i 1,364

Non-white 258

White 1,800

Superiors .... 1,995
SNon-white 195

SR. White 1,995
NCO Sr. NCOs 2,506 6,996

Non-white 511

White 1,941

Subordinates 2,495
Non-white 554

White 1,122
Superiors 1,201

Non-white 79

COMPANY White 2,245
GRADE Co Gd Ofcr 2,373 6,036
OFFICER Non-white 128

White ' 2,031
Subordinates 2,462

Non-white 431

White 642
Superiors 665

Non-white 23

FIELD White 1,871

GRADE Fld Gd Ofer 1,993 6,817
OFFICER Non-white 122

White 3,788
Subordinates 4,159.

Non-white 371

Figure 1

1-
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THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF THE "AVERAGE" INDIVIDUAL IN EACH CATEGORY

F 0 0 104
4)0 0 z

04 to w 1

Wh Sup of Jr. NCO E7 29-35 10-20 Vol Sm City S-MW Some Col.
Non-Wh Sup of Jr. NCO E6-7 29-35 10-20 Vol Sm City S H.S. Dip

Wh Jr. NCO E5 22-28 5+ Vol Sm City S-NE-MW H.S. Dip.
Non-Wh Jr. NCO E6 22-28 5-10 Vol Md City S H.S. Dip.

Wh Sub of Jr. NCO E4-5 22-28 2- 5 Vol Sm Town NE-S-MW H.S. Dip.
Non-Wh Sub of Jr. NCO E5 22-28 2- 5 Vol Md City S H.S. Dip.

Wh Sup of Sr. NCO E8-03 29-45 10+ Vol Sm City S-MW-NE Some Col.
Non-W Sup of Sr. NCO E8-9 29-45 10-20 Vol Sm City S H.S. Dip.

Wh Sr. NCO E8 36-45 10+ Vol Sm Town S-MW H.S. Dip.
Non-Wh Sr. NCO E7 36-45 10-20 Vol Sm Cit'" S H.S. Dip.

Wh Sub of Sr. NCO E5-6 22-28 5-10 Vol Sm City S-NE-MW H.S. Dip.
Non-Wh Sub of Sr. NCO E6 129-35 10-20 Vol sm City S H.S. Dip.

W1, Sup of Co Gr Of 04 129-45 10-20 Off Sm City NE-S-MW Col. Deg.
Non-Wh Sup of Co Gr Of 04 29-45 10-20 Vol Sm City S Some Col

Wh Co Gr Of 02-03622-28 2- 5 Off Sm-Md Cy NE-S-MW Col. Deg.
Non-Wh Co Gr Of 02-03622-28 1- 5 Off Sm-Md Cy S-NE Col. Deg.

Wh Sub of Co Gr Of E8-9-122-28 2-10 Vol ISm City S-NE Some Col.1

Non-Wh Sub of Co Gr Of E7 129-45 110-20 Vol Ism City SH.S. Dip.

Wh Sup of Fd Gr Of 06 36over 20+ Off ISm City NE-S-MW Col. Deg.

Non-Wh Sup of Fd Gr Of 05 36-45 10-20 Off Md City S Col. Deg.
Wh Fd Gr Of 05 36-45 10-20 Off Sm City NE-S-MW Col. Deg.1

Non-Wh Fd Gr Of 05 36-45 10-20 Off Sm City S Col. Deg.1

Wh Sub of Fd Gr Of 03 36-45 10-20 Off Sm City S-NE-MW Col. Deg.II

Non-Wh Sub of Fd Cr Of 01-03 36-45 10-20 Vol Sm City S Some Col.i
(OCS)

Figure 2
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SU.'DiARY OF FINDINGS

in the introduction to this monograph five questions were listed
which are illustrative of the kinds of questions which could be answered
by the data presented in the paper. As a means for summarizing the

general findings of this monograph, the answers to those five questions

are presented below.

I & 2. The grade distributions of superiors and subordinates
within each of the leadership modules as well as tl-e distributions for
leaders who described themselves are presented directly in the circle
charts of Figures 3 - 6.

3. White Army leaders in the four leadership modules are about
evenly distributed in geographical area of origin between the South, Mid-
west, and Northeast with a total of only 20-25Z coming from the rest of

the United Statei. About half of all non-white leaders come from a

single geographical area, the South. This is especially striking for
Field Grade Officers and Senior !;Cos. This finding may have implications

for future recruiting efforts.

4. The level of enlisted experiencL among these leaders is
higher than one migbt Suppose. Forty-one percent of white and 437% of

non-white Company Grade Officers entered the Army as enlisted men.

Among Field Grade Officers, 387. of whites and 31. of non-whites had

enlisted experience.

5. In viewing the demographic data, racial comparisons seem
most prominent. One of the more striking findings is that for almost

any level, a considerably higher proportion of non-whites than whites
entered the Army as draftees rather than volunteers. This finding could

indicate that retention efforts within the Army are relatively more
effective when dealing with non-whites than when dealing with white

draftees. :n the ar2a of education, non-whites seem to be considerably
behind their vhite counterparts. For example, while about 387. of white

Field Grade Officers have completed Masters' Degrees, only 197 of the

non-white Field Grade Ufflcers have done so. Ariong white Company Grade
Officers, 7M1. have a college diplo _; aong the non-white, only 677..
>n-whites for any ;iven _rade leve'l are oider and have more years in

sr-:ice than their white ,:t~tcrparts. This finding, as well as the
findings on level of education, are most apparent at the more senior
levels--thus indicating that any discrepancy In opportunity betwetn
white and non-white officer personnel ii the Army may be decreasing.

The above findings should not be taken as an exhaustive list of the
questions which may be answered by the data presented in this monograph.
They are rather only illustrative of the kinds of questions appropriate

for analysis using these data.

1-14



LIMITATIONS

In collecting the data upon which this and subsequent monographs
are based, no attempt was made to insure that sub-sample sizes would be
proportional to the population groups which they represent. For example,
the sample of Junior NCOs is larger than the sample of subordinates of
Junior NCOs. However, within each sub-sample, the number of individuals
included is large enough to insure a high degree of confidence that data
reported concerning the sub-group are representative of similar leaders
throughout the Army.

It should be noted also that these data were collected in 1971 and
that the Army ha.. changed in significant ways since then. Whether or
not answers to the questionnaires today would be the same as the answers
given in 1971 is a researchable question. Several efforts are currently
underway or planned to answer this and other questions. These new data
will be reported in subsequent monographs as they become available. A
primary po, to be made about the current data is that they form a base
point for the study of Army leadership. They represent the largest
sample of leadership ever collected in any organization. They are a
point from which to measure change. Not change in principles, for the
principles do not change, but rather change in application--in doing,
developing, and constantly improving so as to provide the soldier with
the leadership he deserves.

CONCLUSION

In this first US Army War College Leadership Monograph, an attempt
has been made to provide the reader with some of the general character-
istics of various groups who make up Army leadership. The authors have
attempted to present the data in useable form and to hold their comment
to a minimum.

1-15
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MONOGRAPH 2: SATISFACTION WITH US ARMY LEADERSHIP

The purpose of this monograph is to present data associated with
the general level of satisfaction with the overall performance of Army
leaders. As was done in Monograph # 1, 24 different groups of leaders
will be investigated. Each of the four leadership modules (Field Grade
Officer, Company Grade Officer, Senior NCO, and Junior NCO) is split into
three categories on the basis of perspective (superior, self, and subordi-
nate). These categories, in turn, are each oplit into two racial groupt
(white and non-white).

By computing simple percentage figureb among these 24 groups, we can
answer questions such as the followin2 on overall satlfaction with Army
leadership:

1. How satisfied are superiors at any given level with the
overall performance of their subordinate leaders?

2. How satisfied ai- subordinates at any given level with the
overall performance of their irmnediate superio:s?

3. How satisfied are leaders with their own performance, and
to what extent does this agree with the views of their imediate superiors
and subordinates?

4. lhat is the relationship between race and satisfaction with
leadership at any given level?

Another way of looking at the data is through correlational analyses.
This method of analysis is designed to discover which of the 43 behaviors
used in the study (see inside back cover of monograph) are most closely
related to satisfaction with overall performance. Since the behaviors
are things that a leader can actually do, the results of correlational
analyses have considerable practical value.

Correlational analyses can be used -o answer such questions as:

i. At eacth level of leadership and from each perspective, what
leadership behaviors are =o.r closeiv related to satisfaction with over-
all performance?

2. Are these behaviors the same or different for superiors

and subordinates?

3. Are there differences between racial groups in the behaviors
most close!v associated with satisfaction with overall performance?

4. Are there some behaviors which are negatively related to
satisfaction with overall performance (i.e., where higher frequency of
:- behavior vields lower satisfaction with overall performance)?

2-2



METHOD AND DATA

Figures 1 - 4 present a satisfaction percentage break-out for each
of the six groups within each of the four leadership modules (Field Grade
Officers, Company Grade Officers, Senior NCOs, and Junior NCOs). Each

Lcircle chart gives the response percentages of the individuals in the

respective group who answered the question, "How do you personally feel
about the overall performance of the individual you have used as a ref-
erence in this study?" In addition, under each circle chart is the
average response of that group (measured on a 7-point satisfaction scale)
and the number of individuals in the group.

Figures 5 - 8 present for each group the ten leadership behaviors
(in rank order) most highly correlated with satisf- tion with overall
performance. Included also are the correlation coefficients used in the
ranking procedure.

Correlation is a measure of the relationship between two variables--
in this case, satisfaction with overall performance and each of the 43
leadership behaviors. The correlation coefficient can range from +1.00,

through 0, to -1.00. A perfect positive correlation (+1.00) would indi-
cate that if an individual in the group had a score of 7 for the behavior
(i.e., did it "all the time"), he would also have a 7 for the overall
performance question (i.e., totally pleased in all respects). If an
individual had a 1 for the behavior (i.e., did it "none of the time"),
he would have a I on the overall performance question (i.e., totally
displeased in all respects). A perfect negative correlation (-1.00) would
indicate exactly the opposite. That is, if an individual had a 7 on the
behavior he would have a I on overall performance. A zero correlation
indicates that there is no relationship between frequency of performing
the behavior and satisfaction with overall performance.

In general, the larger the correlation between a behavior and satis-
faction with overall performance (either positive or negative), the
closer the relationship between the two. For example, if we find a cor-
relation of .80 between the behavior "He is easy to understand" and
satisfaction with overall performance, we know that most people who are
seen as always easy to understand will most probably be seen as high in
overall performance. By the same token, people who are seen as never or
seldom easy to understand will be seen as low in overall performance.

Negative correlation indicates an inverse relationship. An example
of a negative correlation might be between the behavior "He is selfish"
and overall performance. Here a correlation of -.80 would indicate that

individuals seen to be alwgs selfish will be seen as low in overall
performance, and those seen as never or seldom selfish will be seen as
high in overall perfcrmance.

In practice, correlations as high as .80 are seldom found when deal-
ing with large groups of individuals. In this study, correlations of
.40 and higher are considered quite strong, and correlations between
.20 and .40 are large enough for some meaningful generalization.
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SATISFACTION WITH OVERALL PERFORMANCE
OF FIELD GRADE OFFICERS

How do you personally feel about the overall performance of the
INDIVIDUAL you have used as a reference in this study?

SCALE:
(D TOTALLY DISPLEASED 4 LUKEWARM--NO STRONG FEELINGS

IN ALL RESPECTS SOMEWHAT PLEASED

H HIGHLY DISAPPOINTED HIGHLY PLEASED
03 SOMEWhTAT DISAPPOINTED TOTALLY PLEASED IN ALL RESPECTS

White Non-White
0 4.7%

5 3.2% 5
12.9% IJ 3 48%

60 85 SUPERIORS 0 2
2 OF

54.7 % U7 -- 1% FIELD GRADE 52.4 % 07 3.2%
18 6 % OFFICERS 14.3%

R = 5.65 R = 5.24
n = 715 n = 63

M .% 23.8% 4.%

© 346%3

56.0% 2 FIELD GRADE 558%
7% OFFICERS 0.7%

R = 5.58 R = 5.61
n 1867 n = 122

67% 5.3%

22 9 % 1.2% OFFICERS 29.1%

= 5.45 R = 5.66
n = 3843 n = 375

Figure 1
-Mean

P - Number of Respondents
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SATI SFACTION WITH OVERALL PERFORMANCE
OF COMPANY GRADE OFFICERS

How do you personally feel about the overall performance of the
INDIVIDUAL you have used as a reference in this study?

SCALE-
Q TOTALLY DISPLEASED 4 LUKEWARM--NO STRONG FEELINGS

IN ALL RESPECTS 5 SOMEWHAT PLEASED
© HIGHLY DISAPPOINTED 6 HIGHLY PLEASED

( SOMEWHAT DISAPPOINTED TOTALLY PLEASED IN ALL RESPECTS

White Non-White
.s% %.0%

3 2.4% SUPERIORS

49%1 COMPANY 42% 15.5% (
GRADE

6 OFFICERS

R = 5.36 4WR - 5.26
n = 1227 n = 155

3 L2% n 4 1

354% 8.7 Q COMPANY 32.0% %Q27
GRADE .%@
OFFICERS

?399% 4.4 ?422% 3.9%0~

S5.16 R - 5.13
n -2240 n - 128

.% 0 %52 3-%
IS3 ~SUBORDINATES 2A .

7 OF

39 3.% COMPANY18 1
39.% '6%GRADE .5%

OFFICERS 1.

R - 5.07 R-5.24
n = 2129 n=41

Figure 2
R1 - Mean
n - Number of R~espondents
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SATI SFACT ION WITH OVERALL PERFORMANCE
OF SENIOR NCOs

How do you personally feel about the overall performlance of the
INDIVIDUAL you have used as a refetence in -this study?

SCALE:
Q) TOTALLY DISPLEASED 4 LtJKEWARM- -NO STRONG FEELINGS

IN ALL RESPECTS SOEHAT PLEASED

© HIGHLY DISAPPOINTED HIHYPLEASED

® SOMEWHAT DISAPPOINTED 0 TOTALLY PLEASED IN ALL RESPECTS

Wh ite Non -White
6$3 

9.2%

15.0 10.5 2 6% SPROS146% 4 118 52
6 -4 O F

476 4%SENIOR 14.6% 1
07 14NCOs 4.% 7 1%

R - 5.32 5.22
n - 2116 n=314

@38%

6.66
.6SENIOR . 2

50.6% Ii.1% 7% NC50.2% T .

R - 5.45 R= 5.45
n=-1988 n - 505

4 3 66%

133 113% 240(D8% SUBORDINATES 221% 2

OF 166%

3.%17.1% SENIOR 36.3% ? 6 %

33% NCOs
6 Q

x- 5.00 R= 5.22

n - 1943 Figure 3n-54

R- Mean
n - Ntumber of Respondents
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SATISFACTION WITH OVERALL PERFORMANCE
OF JUNIOR NCOs

How do you personally feel aibout the overall performance of the

INDIVIDUAL you have used as a reference in this study?

SCALE:
(9TOTALLY DISPLEASED 4LUKEWARM--NO STRONG FEELINGS

IN ALL RESPECTS 5SOMEWHAT PLEASED
( OHIGT DISAPPOINTED 67 THIGLLY PLEASEDINALRSET

HIGHLYA DISAPPOINTED 6TOTALLY PLEASED1NALRSET

M% 124% 22.%
22.0% SUPERIORS 21

6% OF
471 18% JNIOR .%

NCOs 406% 7

23%

R -5.0 4wR 5.08 23%

n-285 n -695

5 10% 2 12. 1.% 2

296 JUNIOR 24

?13 NCOS 12.%7

R 4.78 - 54.05

ni 1117 n -=25

x~ -Nu.br7o Res=o4.e81
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SUMMHARY AND DISCUSSION

The answers to the eight questions listed earlier may be derived
directly from inspection of Figures 1 - 8. One of the more interesting

=findings from Figures 1 - 4 is that the level of satisfaction with over-
all performance is quite high for all groups. This i; a highly positive
indicator of the generally high caliber of Army leadership. Host of the
Leadership Monographs focus on leadership problem areas since the mono-
graphs are, by design, directed toward helping Army leaders improve their
leadership. As a result, readers may get the impression that Army leader-
ship is filled with problems. This would be incorrect. Army leadership,
according to the rather massive and comprehensive data base used in these
studies, is extremely good. Most of those involved--superiors, leaders,
and subordinates alike--are generally satisfied with the leadership at
all levels within the Army.

In working with the full set of correlations between the frequency of
performance of the 43 behaviors and satisfaction with overall performance,
one behavior was consistently surprising. For every group, the correlation
between the behavior, "He establishes and maintains a high level of disci-
pline" and satisfaction with overall performance was both relatively large
and negative. This held true for superiors, subordinates and individuals
describing themselves; for whites and non-whites; and for Field Grade
Officers, Company Grade Officers, Senior NCOs, and Junior NCOs. 

This

finding could mean that, for example, if a superior feels that his subordi-
nate quite frequently establishes and maintains a high level of discipline,
the superior is relatively less satisfied with that subordinate's overall
performance. If the superior feels that his subordinate seldom establishes
and maintains a high level of discipline, he will be relatively more satis-
fied with that subordinate's overall )erformance. While this is a
possible interpretation, it is contradictory to basic assumptions about
discipline and leadership within the military situation. Looking further
into this relationship, we found that this behavior was one that most of
the 30,000 respondents felt was present more frequently than it should be.
Thus it may be that while a high level of discipline is a good thing, it
is seen as a behavior which easily can be overdone and thus detract from
overall performance. Another and more probable interpretation is that
units with high overall performance may not riquire the emphasis on disci-
pline that is required in a less well-functioaing unit. rhis would result
in high frequencies of "establishing and maintaining a high level of
discipline" being associated with lower levels of satisfaction with over-
all performance. From these data, it is obvious that the relationship
between discipline and overall performance is exceedingly complex and
should be investigated further. On the practical side, this finding
suggests that individual leaders might look carefully at their own
Dehavior in this area to determine if they are overdoing a good thing.

Another particularly interesting finding from the correlation analysis
concerns the lists of 10 behaviors which are correlated most highly with
satisfaction with overall performance. If we look at white aad non-white
field grade officers who described their own behavior (Figure 5), we note
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that the list for non-white field grade officers contains 7 negative cor-
relations while that of white field grade officers contains only one.

These negative correlations occur for negatively worded behaviors such
as, "I hesitate to take action in the absence of instructions." Therefore
negative correlations with overall performance are logical and expected.
The interesting point is the magnitude of the correlations. If these top
ten behaviors are taken as the behaviors which determine satisfaction with
overall performance, then white and non-white field grade officers are
saying quite different things. The non-white field grade officer is saying,
in effect, that he will be satisfied with his own overall performance if
he does not do or avoids doing negative things such as "hesitating to
take action," "failing to show appreciation for priorities of work,"
"making it difficult for subordinates to use initiative," etc. On the
other hand, the white field grade officer is saying that he will be satis-
fied with his own overall performance if he does do positive things such
as "being technically competent to perform his duties," "seeking additional
and more important responsibilities," "being aware of the state of his
unit's morale and doing all he can to make it high," etc.

This white versus non-white difference could well be the result of
a degree of racial prejudice and discrimination experienced by the non-
white officer especially during the time (10-20 years ago) when he was
first entering the service, adjusting to its requirements, and learning
its formal and informal policies. During that time, it was perhaps more
important for the non-white officer to avoid making mistakes than it was
for him to stand out in a positive manner. It is interesting to note
that this pattern of negative items was not found for non-white company
grade officers nor for non-white NCOs. This would indicate that the racial
climate of the Army has improved significantly in more recent times.

Another important finding is that "He coummunicates effectively with
his subordinates" appears to be -ery closely associated with high satisfac-
tion with overall performance. This behavior is among the top ten for
almost every group in the study. This finding corresponds directly with
the observations of some of our most experienced field conanders.

There are two other behaviors highly related to satisfaction with
performance at all levels: "He sets the example for his men on and off
duty" and, "He sets high standards of performance." These two, and the
commnunication behavior above, are basics of Army leadership. The data
suggest strongly that if an Army leader does these three things well, his
overall performance will take care of itself. On the practical side,
this finding could serve as a means of establishing priorities within
unit programs aimed at leadership development.

In going over the data presented in Figures 1 - 8, the reader will
find other relationships, patterns, and insights relevant particularly
to his own situation. The findings discussed here are some of those which
"caught the eye" of the authors. They are not necessarily the only or
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even the most important findings contained in the data. The reader is
invited to compare his own situation, his perceptions, and his feelings
with those expressed here.
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MONOGRAPH # 3: JUNIOR NCO LEADERSHIP I

As stated in Monograph # 1, Demographic Characteristics of US Army
Leaders, a Junior Noncommissioned Officer has been defined as an individual
in pay grades E4, ES, or E6. Such individuals in the Army hold many direct
leadership positions such as drill sergeant, squad leader, and fire toam
leader. Many occupy specialist positions which require various degrees
of leadership. Obviously, these Junior NCOs are one of the most important
groups of Army leaders. They deal most directly with and are responsible
for leading entry level or first term soldiers and often are first term
enlistees themselves.

In this monograph we will present superior and subordinate views of
Junior NCO leadership. Further, we will examine the views of Junior NCOs
themselves concerning their own leadership, the leadership they receive
from their superiors and the leaders'ip behavior of their subordinates.
In this way we hope to make explicit the terms of the informal contracts
which exist between Junior NCOs and their superiors and subordinates.

The information in this monograph will answer the following questions:

1. What are the most important leadership behaviors for the
Junior NCO from the point of view of their superiors, their subordinates,
and Junior NCOs thewselves?

2. What do Junior NCOs pe'ceive as the most important leader-
ship behaviors on the part of their superiors and subordinates?

3. Which leadership behaviors do Junior NCOs perform most
frequently according to themselves, their superiors, and their subordinates?

4. Which leadership behaviors do Junior NCOs believe their
superiors and their subordinates perform most frequently?

5. Which leadership behaviors should be performed most fre-
quently by Junior NCOs according to themselves, their superiors, and
their subordinates?

6. Which leadership behaviors do Junior NOOs believe should
be performed most frequently by their superiors and their subordinates?

7. For which behaviors do superiors, subordinates and Junior
NCOs themselves see the greatest shortfalls in Junior NCO leadership?

8. For which behaviors do Junior NCOs see the greatest short-
falls in their superiors and in their subordinates?

1A sumnary of the background and theoretical foundations of the

study was included in both Monograph 1 and Monograph 2.
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METHODOLOGY

On the following pages are presented summaries of several aspects of
Junior NCO leadership.

"Most Important" Leadership Behavior.

Figure 1 focuses on the leadership behaviors seen as most important
by Junior NCOs themselves, by superiors of Junior NCOs, and by subordinates
of Junior NCOs. In Figure 1, there are five lists pertaining to leadership
and the Junior NCOs. On each list, items are listed in rank order of
importance. The Junior NCO's view of his own leadership is in the center;
the Junior NCO's view of the leadership of his superior in the upper right;
and the Junior NCO's view of the leadership of his immediate subordinates
in the lower right. The other two lists are the views of immediate superiors
of Junior NCOs in the upper left; and the views of immediate subordinates
of Junior NCOs in the lower left, both describing the leadership of
Junior NCOs.

"Most Frequent" Leadership Behavior.

Figure 2 focuses on the leadership behaviors which are done or dis-
played most frequently. As in Figure 1, five lists are presented. This
figure is basically a description of perceived leadership behavior. On
the left side of Figure 2 are descriptions of Junior NCO leadership as
perceived by superiors of Junior NCOs and by subordinates of Junior NCOs.
In the center of the figure is the Junior NCO's descriptien of himself,
and at the right his description of his superior and his subordinate.

"Desired" Leadership Behavior.

Figure 3 focuses on the leadership behaviors which individuals feel
should be done most frequently. The five lists in Figure 3 are basically
expectations or lists of desired behavior. On the left of the figure
are listed the behaviors which superiors and subordinates expect or
desire most frequently from Junior NCOs, In the center are the Junior
NCO's expectations of himself, and on the right the behaviors which he
expects from his superior and the behaviors which he expects from his
subordinates.

Leadership Problem Areas or Shortfalls.

Figure 4 focuses on potential problem areas or shortfalls. Shortfall
has been defined here as the difference between how frequently a behavior
is done or displayed and how frequently it should be done, weighted by
the importance assigned to the behavior. As a mathematical formula,
shortfall in leadership behavior can be represented as below:

shortfall Expected or Actual or x Importance
(desired frequency perceived frequency)

3-3
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The concept of shortfall ccabines all three of the aspects of leader-
ship presented in Figures 1, 2, and 3. The basic idea of this concept is
that if an individual feels, for example, that his superior should always
be easy to understand, but in fact perceives the superior as seldom easy
to understand, then a problem exists. If the ind!vidual feels that being
easy to understand is not an important behavior, then this problem is
probably not very serious. However, if the individual feels that being
easy to understand is very important (as did mor of the individuals in
the study), then the problem is serious and demands corrective action.

The largest shortfalls in Junior NCO leadership behavior as seen by
superiors and subordinates are listed on the left of Figure 4. The
largest shortfalls in their own leadership behavior as seen by Junior NCOs
themselves are in the center, and the largest shortfalls which Junior NCOS
see in their superiors and in their subordinates are listed on the right.
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS THAT ARE SEEN TO BE MOST IMPORTANT

Superiors' View of Jr. NCOs Jr. NCOs' View of Superiors

1. HE KEEPS ME INFORMED OF THE TRUE SITUATION. C0O0 OR 1. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES.

BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUIMTANCES. 2. HE KN(WS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.

2. HE IS TECIBICALLY COMETENT TO PERFORM HIS DUTIES. 3. HE KEEPS ME INFOPJ'iD OF THE TRUE SITUATION, GOOD

3. HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE. AND BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES.

4. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MOR&LE AND 4. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND

DOES ALL HE CAN Tu MAKE IT HIGH. DOES ALL HE CAN TO HAKE IT HIGH.

5. HE KD4OWS HIS MEN AND ',HEIR CAPABILITIES. 5. HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFORM HIS DUTIES.

6. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSI TIVE MANNER. 6.5. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.

7. HE COIUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES. 6.5. HE CO IUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.

8. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTANI. 8. HE IS APPROACHABLE.

9. HE ESTABLISHES AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL OF 9. HE STANDS UP FOR HIS SUBORDINATES EVEN THOUGH IT

DISCIPLINE MAKES HIH UNPOPULAR WITH HIS SUPERIOR.

10. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORI HIS SUBORDINATES. 10. HE LETS THE MEMBERS OF HIS UNIT KNOW WHAT IS

EXPECTED OF THEM.

Jr. NCOs' View of Themselves

1. 1 AM TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFORM MY DUTIES.

2. 1 KOW MY MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.
3. I AH AWARE OF THE STATE OF MY UNIT'S MORALE AND DO

ALL I CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.

4. 1 AM WILLING TO SUPPORT MY SUBORDINATES.
5. I COMMUNICATE EFFECTIVELY WITH MY SUBOPDINATES.
6. 1 AM EASY TO UNDERSTAND.
7. 1 APPROACH EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.
8. 1 SET HIGH STANOARDS OF PERFORMANCE.
". I SEE THAT MY HEN HAVE THE MATERIALS THEY NEED TO

WORK WITH.

10. 1 KEEP OTHERS INFORMED OF THE TRE SITUATION, GOOD
OR BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUIfSTANCES.

Subordinates' View of Jr. NCOs Jr. NCOs' View of Subordinates

1. E KEEPS ME INFORMED OF THE TRUE SITUATION. GOOD 1. NE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES.

AND BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES. 2. HE KNWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.

2. HE IS TECMEICALLY rOMPETENT TO PERFORM HIS DUTIES. 3. HE KEEPS ME INFORMED OF THE TRUE SITUATION. GOOD

3. HE IS AWARE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE A.ND DOES ALL HE CAN AND BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES.

TO MAKE IT HIGH. 4. HE COIUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.

4. HE KNOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES. 5. HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFORM HIS DUTIES.

5. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER. 6. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND

6. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND. DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.

7. HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE. 7. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.

B. HE COMMUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES. B. HE STANDS UP FOR HIS SUBORDINATES EVEN THOUGH IT

9. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES. MAKES HIM UNPOPULAR WITH HIS SUPERIOR.

10. HE ESTABLISHES AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL OF 9. HE IS APPROACHABLE.

DISCIPLINE. 10. He LETS THE LMBERS OF HIS UNIT KNOW WHAT IS
EXPECTED OF THEM.

Figure I
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS THAT ARE DONE OR DISPLAYED MOST OFTEN

Superiors' View of Jr. NCOs Jr. NCOs' View il Superiors

I. HE IS TIIIICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFOR4 HIS DUTIES. I. lIE IS TECHNICALLY COMPTT TO PERFORM HIS DUTIES.
2. HE IS APPROACHABLE. 2. HE Is hP.PPOACHALE.
3. HE COMMUNICATES EFFVTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES. 3. HE A.-SIGNS fMMEDLkTE SL'BORDINAIES TO bPECIFIC TASk'S.
4. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND. 4. liE APIROACHES EA.CH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANN IR,
S. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUNORDINATES. 5. HE LETS THE HEBERS OF HIS UNIT KNOW1 WHAT IS NPECTLD
6. HE SEES TO IT THAT HIS SUIDINATES HAVE THE OF THEMI.

MATERIALS THEY NEED TO WORK WITH. 6. HE COMiO'NICATE5 EFFITIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES,
7. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER. 7. HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE.
8. HE KIEEPS ME INFORMED Of THE TRUE SITU1ATION, GOOD 8. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES.

AND BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES. 9. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAN.
9. HE M lOWS HIS HEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES. 10. HE SEES THAT SUBORDINATES HAVE TIE MATERIALS THEY

10. HE IS THOUGIITFL AND CONSIDERATE OF OTHERS. NEED TO WORK WITH.

Jr. NCOs' View of Themselves

1. I A.N APPROACHABLE.
AW ILL'NG TO SLPPORT MY SUBORDTINTES.

3. 1 AM TECHNICALLY rCSPTE3 TO PERYM, MY DUTIES.
4.. 1 COMMUNICATE ErFECTIVELY WITH SU1BOLDINATES.
S. I SEE THAT MY SUBORDINATES HAVE THE MATERIALS THEY

NEED TO WOS(K WITH.
6. I SET HIGP STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE.
7. 1 APPRMOVH EACH TASK INl A POSITIVE MA-NU.
H. I EXPRESS APPRILIATION WHEN A SUBORDINATE DOES A

GOO'D Job.

9. I IP OTHERS INFORMED Or THE TRUE SITUATIUL, GOOD
AND BAD. UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES.

10. 1 IMION M MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.

Subordinates' View of Jr. NCOs Jr. NCOs' View of Subordinates

iS. HE IS TEC NICALLY COMPETEN TO PtEFTrOM HIS DUTIES. 1. HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPET N4T TO PERFORM HIS DUTIES.
I.5. HE IS APPROACHABLE. 2. HE IS APPROAC A LE.
3. Hr ASSIGNS I.'M.EDIATE SU3ORDINATES TO SPECIFIC TASK$ 3. HE C O7 NICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.
. Hi, APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE IAN.lER. .. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.

5. HE LETS HIS SUBORDINATES KNOWJ WHAT IS EXPECTED Of 5. HE *S WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES.
THE. 6. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK I4 A POSITIVE MANINER.

*. HE COM IINICATES EFFLETIVELY WITO HIS SURORDIN AIES. 7. HE SEES THAT HIS SUBORDINATES HAVE THE MATERIALS
Ili. IS EASY To LNDERSTA,0D. THE'( NEED TO WORK WITH.
i, 1 SEEN TO IT THAT HIS SUBORXINATES HAVE THE 8. HE SIS HIGH STANIARDS OF PERFORMANCE.

4ATERIALS TlEY %EED To WORK WITH. 9. HE KEEPS HE INFORMED OF THE TRUE SITUATION, GOOD

. IF IS WILLING TO 'UPPOFT HIS SUBOCDlATES. &ND BAD. LNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES.

HE SETS HIGH STANIAR , OF PF.RFORMAIICF. 10. HE KNOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR rAPAJILITIES.

Figure 2
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS THAT SHOULD BE DONE OR DISPLAYED MOST OFTEN

, Superiors' View Ca Jr. NCOs Jr. NCOs' View of Superiors

I. RE SETS HIGH sTAmDA OF PUF(OAJNCE. 1.5. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.
1. HE IS TECHMICALLy C0QETT TO PZRNCt/ HIS DUTIES. 1.5. HE IS TECHNICALLY COtWETET TO PER FOr HIS DUTIES.
3. HE KEEPS ME IF l .XL OF THE TRUE SITUATION. GOOD 3. HE IS APPROACHAiLE.

AND BAD UNDER ALL CIRCLMTANC5. 4. HE CCROML.ICATES FyFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.
4. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN k POSITIVE KANE. 5. HE INOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.
5. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND. 6. HE APPRCACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.
6. HE CONMWMICAIES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SL'ORDIMATES. 7. HE IS AMASE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND
7. HZ IS APPRIOCHABLE. DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAXE IT HIGH.
S. HE LETS THE MERS OF HIS I.IT 3N(1U WHIAT IS a. HE SETS HICH STANDARDS Or PO.FOR/iA4CE.

V(PECTED Of THEM. 9. HE LETS THE MEMBERS OF HIS UNIT KOW1 WHAT IS
9. HE SETS THE ERAI.E FOR HIS MEN ON AND OFF DUTY. EXPECTED OF TE.

10. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS LIT'S 4ORALE AND 10. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUIORDINATES.
DOES ALL HE CAN TO HAKE IT HIGH.

Jr. NCOs' View of Themselves

1.5. 1 AM EASY TO LN'DERSTAIID.
1.5. 1 AN Af WII.E.
3. 1 AN TECIOICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFW%! MY DUTISS.
4. I SET HIGH STA.WRIU OP PERFOA2&CE.
5. A . ACH EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.
6. 1 KEEP OlHIERS INFORMED OF THE TILT SiTUATION. GOOD

A.D AD. tDEr ALL CIRCUMSTAN'CES.
7. I COMILNICATE EFFECTIVELY WITH 'Y SLU3ORDINATES.
8. I K4CU MY MEN AND THEIR CAPARII.ITIES.
9. i SEE THAT MY SUBORDIKATES HAVE THE MATERIALS

THEY 9EE!) TO WORK WITH.

10. I AM AWARF OF THE STATE OF MY VN!T*S MORALE AN)
DO ALL I CAN TO HAIM IT HIGH.

Subordinates' View of Jr. NCOs Jr. NCOs' View of Subordinates

1. HE IS EASY TO U.NDERSTAI). 1. HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFO4 HIS D"TIES.
2. HE IS TECHIICALLY COPEPTENT TO PERFOUM H!! D.'TTES. 2. HE SETS HICH STANDARDS OF PERFORMA.NCE.
• 3. HE IS APPEOACHI.SL3. . HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.

4. HE C(OMMLNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUSORDIINATES. A.. HE 1S EASY TO UNDERSTAND.
5. HE KNOW.1S HIS MEN An THEIR CAPABILITIES. 5. HE IS APPROCHAJLE.
6.5. HE LETS TOE HNr.ERS OF HIS ULNIT O1W WHAT IS 6. HE COMMUNICATEIS EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.

EXPICTED OF THIM. 7. HE KEEPS HE INFORMED OF THE TRLEI SITUATION, OD
*1 6.5. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A PNITIVE MANR. A!%D SAD, LDER ALL CIIUIMTANCES.

q. HE SEES THAT HIS SLIfORDI.ATES HAVE THE 4ATERIAL5 8. HE IS AWARE OF Thi. STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND
THEY NEED TO VllK WITH. DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.

9. H. IS AWARE Or THE STATE OF HIS L.;1T*S 4ORALSF A. 9. HE IKNOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPAILITIES.

DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH. 10. HE SEES TO IT THAT HIS SUBORDINATES HAVU THE

10. HE SETS H!GH STANDARDS OF PERFOLNANCE. MATERIALS THEY NEED TO WORK WITH.

Figure 3
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS HAVING THE HIGHEST SHORTFALL

Superiors' View d% Jr. NCOs J-. NLOS" View of Superiors

I. HE IS MAAR OF TIE STATE 0? MIS ~MIS MOAE N 1. HE IS AW1ARE OF 'RE STATE OF HIS IIITIS HWELE ANID
DE ALL IV CAX TO MAKE IT IC. DOES Al- lE 1= = n= IT IGCH.

-2. F E ESTA&LISHZS AM NAINAIM A ISIGN LEVWl 3r 2 I HE 7 A?MO"4MCA.LE.
DOSCIPL11M. I. HIE XFms- ?ME INC370 Or THE TRIM SITW.1itiai G OOE

3. RE SET TIRE 5XMPI FOR HIS NO ON A31 OF VxrY ANDIX BAD. UtYHDWA ALL C IXCI36TAllCt.
4. WE! SEE To IT TMT? EOFIZ yUWc HIM WOR C? TO 4. E SNW M!5 KEN AND TUFTR CAPARILITIES.

TUX! CAPAILITIES. 5. UE IS ASYTO T0UMELITAjW.
S. RE SETS NIGH STAMXM OF PUMrMAIICL *4. HE CI!ICIZES StbS4DIAITS 1II F!0? OF 01111213.
6. NJE KEEP HE fIPOOM or TUE TRUE SXTGATIO11. COD7. BE EXfLESSES APPIECIATION WHEN A SLIMXATE DOES

AM B"D. UN@ ALL CIU1.36TAS. A COi.V 309.
7. HL LTSn' 219M orS OFNIS Ix7T KNV " HT is e. IE S IMS 10 IT THAI PtOI.E IIMK HIM WORK UP TO TILE

EXPECTED OF TIM. CAPAB ILITI IS.
6. HE SES ADZ,1IOPAL AND %MkE IOTAXT RCSPI- q-FZ IS TMI.WITL A=D C(HISIIEATE or oTa~ss.

IITtes. 10. AE COWWSiICATIS UTUZTIVELY WITH IS StMORDII4LTES.
[9. HE CEITICLEES 50LIKlA1TES IN FICOF!CIF OTrKW.

10. 'I APPOAHES RACIS TASK 19 A P(ZITI~lt WJEU.F

Jr. ?4C01 View dl Them selves

1. I 
AN 

L"'T TO 
(UDSIA.I &K "UK OF TM STAff OP MY LHIVI "A14 A10 DO

ALI I CAX TO mu IT USC!.
1. .4cDCKPU APPILOCUTIO V= A SLSC"M&lTE DO10% A

S.,I ACT TI IMU "MU off NO (M AND) M DUTY,
W.? o=03 IzOWbe ON TIM TV= SITUATIONI. 4.(A

AME BAD. IND ALL CIECIIUTAN IS.~.I &PMlOM EACYA TAK 131 A POSITI .L NDA~iti.
9. 1 LET TW WMMS OF W UI1T KNOW W1AT IS IMPUTED

OF T~m.
I r' I atJ Pf MTIN AM THEIR CAPABILITIES

Subordinates' View dl Jr. NCOs Jr. NCOs' View dl Subordinrates

4f. IS AWPAE 0F Tfhr SIATF r* HI%. It'VTS MIHA AND I HF I AWAPF OF THE S'ATP OF VIIS 111:7S MALF AND
WOES ALL Nt CAN 10 MAhE 11 ;!o D3 A!'- Or CA" TO MAKE IT HIGH.

', STs~res "? r*l H~IS Sm(3IATl f- '-.#';I MF 1 i l 3fWLP. FOR HS I" (W ANDl CVT WrYT.

.%%07. 4M IN POFCLAR VITH NIS fV':h n~I&NWi~P;' 01 PEARt)EIAIIC.
Fi s VtPll n INFOw.If (4 T44 lIWT llLAT(.M. .K;D -.. HfS E 1S V.35AD NIAII:IA-r A NIL! LEVEL Or

ArdD A10 L. INVER ALL L.'KtLITAX Ml. D, . I .

W. .41 M HIS 'S AVEX 70010 (APAIL(I41. Al% k. - U%:*lEk Al. I10CU. STANCES,
* 4 "fP9E%'9L5 AFFR%1A1 !,( -"'IS A 1'. 1 i4. 4s f fW',~V' APPPslth Idt WIEN A $Lq"(DZXAILS DOCS

A r(uM hAb A *(0%'n;:,'b.

1E!-T1LIZ# % Sb& *:IAjL' IN liIW 1W (htt Ot !,y 11 ThtAT Vf,)PU t'5eT41HI 41K UP T To litIN
4 i..LLS TO 11 THiAT PtOlI 51*) "I"t Wd(r 1,- WAM I ~AI I E.

1'419 CAPASIITIf. C. k(:11I 1711- 5UbCWDIXAT!-S '. FRtKI OF CYIHERS.
M1 IV4'II fl:: V:!5 " 41 ~ H APPXIW,14Ls LACP TASK 1LA A FOSIT'VL WVnEg

!-I *L* t.':f> T01 ." ''i 711 ND ,4 !,!7 470S I.:', lqlA AZ THF.hA CAMABLIT:ES.
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DISCU')SION

The preceding four figures are direct answers to the eight questions
listed in the introduction. These answers are based on averages of large
groups of individuals in many different jobs throughout the Army. There-
fore, they probably do not fit exactly any one single Junior NCO. However,
they should be an adequate guide and starting point for a Junior NCO in
examining his own leadership. The lists of shortfalls, for example,
suggest strongly to the Junior NCO areas where Junior NCOs in general are
not meeting expectations of their leaders and followers.

Superior-Subordinate Roles.

An examination of the four figures reveals a striking similarity
between lists of behaviors in diagonpl corners of each figure. This
indicates that Junior NCOs see their superiors in much the same way that
they, the Junior NCOs, are seen by their subordinates; and that superiors
of Junior NCOs view the Junior NCO in the same terms that Junior NCOs see
their subordinates. In other words, the direction of the perspective,
either up or down the chain of command, seems to determine perceptions
much more so than does the level of either the perceiver or the individual
perceived. This is a phenomena unique to virtually any hierarchical
organization. Such organizations require all members other than those at
the extreme top or extreme bottom of the hierarchy to fill two roles
simultaneously. These two roles are that of superior and subordinate.
Military organizations, especially, tend to emphasize the importance of
these roles with visible symbols of rank, prescribed or traditional
behavior between individuals of different rank, and the importance of
supervisor-subordinate relationships. Therefore, it is not surprising
that two groups of individuals in subordinate roles--Junior NCOs looking
up the chair at their bosses, and subordinates of Junior NCOs looking up
at their Junicr NCO bosses--should report much the same behavior on the
part of their respective immediate superiors. Reference to Monograph # 1,
Demographic Characteristics of US Army Leaders, also points up the fact
that the rank structures of Junior NCOs, their superiors and subordinates
contain considerable overlap. It is apparent that many Junior NCOs work
for other Junior NCOs. Thus the entire Junior NCO leadership module is
relatively homogeneous.

Differences Between Superiors and Subordinates.

A major difference between superior and subordinate expectations is
apparent in Figure 3. Taking the top five behaviors which superiors
report should be performed most frequently by Junior NCOs (upper left),
three can be classified as mission or job-related behaviors--"he sets
high standards of performance," "he is technically competent to perform
his duties," and "he approaches each task in a positive manner." The
other two of the top five are communication related--"he keeps me informed
of the true situation" and "he is easy to understand." None of the five
behaviors are directly welfare or people-related. On the other hand,
the top five behaviors which subordinates report should be performed most
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frequently by Junior NCOs include only one mission-related behavior--"he
is technically comnpetent to perform his duties." Two of the remaining
four are communication-related--"he is easy to understand" and "he communi-
cates effectively with his subordinates." The other two behaviors are
welfare or people-related items--"he is approachable" and "he knows hit

men and their capabilities."

Junior NCOs looking at themselves appear to strike somewhat of a
balance between the task expectations of their superiors and the more
welfare-related expectations of their subordinates. The Junior NCO's
top five self expectations include three rission-related behaviors--"I
technically competent to perform my duties," "' set high standards of
performance," and "I approach each task in a %sitive manner." However,

of the two behaviors which tied for first position, one is a welfare,
people-related behavior--"I am approachable," and one is a communication-
related behavior--"l am easy to understand."

Figure 2 reveals somewhat of a reversed pattern when the perceived
frequency of actual behavior is the focus. In their top five behaviors,
superiors of Junior NCOs list only one mission behavior--"he is technically
competent to perform his duties" while subordinates of Junior NCOs list

three mission behaviors among their top five--"he is technically competent

to perform his duties," "he assigns subordinates to specific tasks," and

"he approaches each task in a positive manner."

This reversal is also reflected in Figure 4, where four of the five

greatest Junior NCO leadership shortfalls according to superiors are
mission-related behaviors. No mission-related behaviors are included

among the five greatest Junior NCO leadership shortfalls, according to

subordinates of Junior NCOs.

The reversal discussed above would indicate that Junior NCOs will

have a difficult job in attempting to meet the expectations of both their

superiors and their subordinates. It would appear that the only recourse

for the Junior NCO is to first know, then continue to attempt to balance

the competing demands of his superiors and of his subordinates. This is
not an easy task, nor is ft a comfortable position to be in.

The Tunior NO may have a greater "man-in-the-middle" problem than
any other level of leadership. Consideration oi this balancing problem
s'ould be a central feature of Junior NCO leadership development programs.
Most programs of instruction for NCO academies are designed by superiors

0f NCOs. Thus the POI content is ori,'nted toward the superiors' view

of NCO leadership. This one-sided emphasis may leave the NCO ill-prepared

to meet the expectations of his subordinates. Therefore, on the practical

s'J, 't may be advisable to check out ,CO programs of instruction not

only with the NCO students themselves. but with their subordinates as well.
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MONOGRAPH #4: SENIOR NCO LEADERSHIP

A Senior NCO has been defined as an individual serving in pay grades
E-7, E-8 or E-9. Such individuals are, in general, professional soldiers
and as such have been called the "backbone of the Army." Senior NCO
leadership today is probably one of the most difficult jobs in the Army.
The Senior NOD is the one leader in the Army structure who is truly the
"man in the middle." Below him in the structure are mo3tly young,
relatively inexperienced, first term enlisted men and Junior NCOs.
Above the Senior NCO in the structure are mostly young, relatively in-
experienced, first term officers. Thus it is not surprising that there
are considerable differences between how superiors and subordinates see
the Senior NCO as a leader and how he sees himself.

in this monograph we will attempt to make explicit the three points
of view of the Senior NCOs, their superiors, and their subordinates --

as they focus on Senior NCO leadership. Also included are the views of
Senior NCOs, directed toward their superiors and subordinates.

The information in this monograph may be used to answer the following
questions:

1. What are the most important leadership behaviors for Senior
NCOs, according to their superiors, their subordinates, and the Senior
NCOs themselves?

2. What do Senior NCOs perceive as the most important leader-
ship behaviors on the part of their superiors and subordinates?

3. Which leadership behaviors do Senior NOOs perform most
frequently according to themselves, their superiors, and their subordi-
nates?

4. 'Which leaderszhp behavi.:rs do Senior NCOs believe their
superiors and their subordinates perform most frequently?

5. Which leadership behaviors should be performed most
frequently by Senior NCOs according to themselves, their superiors, and
their subordinates?

6. Which Leadership behaviors do Senior NCOs believe should be
performed most frequently by their superiors and their subordinates?

7. For which behaviors do superiors, subordinates, and Senior
NCOs themselves see the greatest shortfalls in Senior NCO leadership?

iA s.-mmary of the backgroand and theoretical foundations of the
tudy was included in both Monograph 1 and Monograph 2.
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8. For which behaviors do Senior NCOs see the greatest short-
falls in their superiors and in their subordinates? A

METHODOLOGY

Summaries of several aspects of Senior NCO leadership are presented
on the following pages.

Fiure I focuses on the leadership behaviors seen as most Imortant
by Senior NCOs, by superiors of Senior NCOs, and by subordinates of
Senior NC~s. In Figure 1, as in each of the figures to follow, there are

thre lists which reflect the views of Senior NCOs. These are (1) the

Senior NCO's view of his own leadership in the center; (2) the Senior NCO s
view of the leadership of his superior in the upper right; and (3) the
Senior NO's view of the leadership of his imaediate subordinates in the
lower right. The other two lists are (4) the views of immediate superiors
of Senior NOOs in the upper left; and (5) the views of immediate subordi-
nates of Senior NCOs in the lower left, both describing the leadership of
Senior HCOs.

Figure 2 focuses on the leadership behaviors which are done or
displayed most frequently. As in Figure 1, five lists are presented.
this figure is basically a description of perceived leadership behavior.
On the left side of Figure 2 are descriptions of Senior MOO leadership,
as perceived by superiors of Senior NCOs and by subordinates of Senior
N s. In the center of the figure is the Senior NCO's description of
himself and at the right his description of his superior and his subordi-
nate.

Figure 3 focuses on the leadership behaviors which individuals feel
should be done or displayed most frequently. The five lists in Figure 3
are basically expectations or lista of desired behavior. On the left of
the figure are listed the behaviors which superiors and subordinates
expect or desire most frequently from Senior NCOs. In the center are the
Senior ROM's expectations of himself, and on the right are the behaviors
which he expects from his superior and the behaviors which he expects
from his subordinates.

Figure 4 focuses on potential problem areas or shortfalls. Shortfall
has bea defined as the difference between how frequently a behavior is
done or displayed and how frequently it should be done, mltiplied or
weighted by the isportance of the behavior. As a matheatical forsula,
shortfall can be represented a3 below:

shortfall uI(zpacted or - Actual or per- xz importance
deired frequency ceived frequency)

The coacept of ehortfall cmbiaes all three of the aspects of
leadership presented in Figures 1, 2, and 3. The basic idea of this

concept is that if an individual feels that, for eximple, his superior
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should always be easy to understand but in fact perceives him as seldom
easy ro understand, then a problem of shortfall exists. If the individual
feels -hat being easy to understand is not an important behavior, then this
problem is probably not very serious. However, if the individual feels
that being easy to understand is very important (as did most of the
individuals in the study), then the problem is serious and demands
corrective action.

The largast shortfalls in Senior NCO leadership behavior as seen by
superiors and subordinates are listed on the left of Figure 4. The
largest shortfalls in their own leadership behavior as seen by Senior NoOs
themselves are in the center, and the largest shortfalls which Senior NOOs
see in their superiors and subordinates are listed on the right.
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS THAT ARE SEEN TO BE MOST IMPORTANT

Superiors' View of Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOs' View ot Superiors

1. HE EEIr IHFORMED OF THE TR1E SITUATION. COW I HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBODIHATES.
A,2 ,. LIC ALL CINCN'HEFAJES, 2. HE KEEPS HE INFROMD OF THE TUE SITUATION. GOOD

2. HE IS TECHNICALLY CQ'7ETENT TO PERFORM HIS DUTIE. AND B.AD. UiND ALL CIRCUMSTP.ACES.
3. HE IS AAR Or" THE STATE O HIS 'HIT'S MORALE AND 3. HE IS AARE OF THE STATE OP HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND

DOES ALL H CAN4 TO MAAI IT HIGH.
HE KNOWS HIS ME:- AND THEIR CAPABILITIES. 4.5, HE IS TECKI4CALLY COHPETLT TO PERFIORM HIS DUTIES.5. HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS Or ?eFORMANCE. 4.5. HE KOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.

6. HE COmIa CATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES 6. HE ESTABLISHES AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL 07
7. HE ESTABLISHES AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL Or DISCIPLINE.

DISCIPLINE. 7. HE CI MN'ICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.
8. HE LETS THE IEBERS O

r 
HIS UNIT KNOW WHAT IS 8. HE SETS HI..H STANDARDS OF PEA7OfW1CE.

EXPECTED OF THEM. 9. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MAIHEt.
9 HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES. 10. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.
10. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE .ANNER.

Sr. NCOs' View of Themselves

1. IA AARE OF THE STATE OF IT'S "RALE AD DO
ALL I CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.

2. 1 Al TECMICALLY COPQETENT TO PERFORMI HY DUTIES.
3. 1 NO Y MEN ANI THEIR CAPABILITIES.
4. I AMl WILLING TO SUPPORT HY SLORDINATES.
S. I ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A HIGH LEVEL OF DISCIPLINE
6.S. 1 SET HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFRACE.
6.5. 1 COW-NICATE EFFECTIVELY WITH MY SUBORDINATES.
8. 1 SET THE EXAMPLE FOR MY EN ON AND OFF DUTY.
9. I APPROACH EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.
10. 1 AM EASY TO UNDERSTAND.

Subordinates' View of Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOs' View Cf Subordinates

1. HE IS 1,ILLI1E TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES. I. HE KEEPS ME ITN.7OED OF THE TRUE SITUATION. COW
2. HE C4= HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES AND BAD. UNDER ALL CIRCLISTANCES.
3. HE KEEPS ME INFORMED OF THE TRUE SITU-TION. GCOW 2. HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFIR HIS DUTIES.

AND BAD. UNDER ALL CIRCLMSTA CES. 3. HE IS AWARIE OF THE STATE Or HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND
4. IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MRAL AND DOES ALL HE CAUN TO FAKE IT HIGH.

DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAC IT HIGH. :. HE KNO.S HIS MEN AND THE:R CAPABILITIES.
S. HE IS TECINICALLY COITETENT TO PERFORM HI S DUTIES. 5.5 HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS O PERFORMANCE.
6. HE COMMLNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUSCUDIHATES 5.5 HE ESTAL:SIE AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL OF
7. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND. DISPL:%E.
8. HE IS APPROACHABLE. - HE APPROACHES FAC;- TASK :N A POIIVE MANNER.
9. HE LETS THE MEMBERS OF HIS U .T KNOW 'WHAT IS B. HE SETS THE EXAMPLE FOR 4IS ME).% ON AND OFF DUTY.

EXPECTED Of TFEM. 9. HE CCJN = CATES EFFECTIVELY W'TH HIS SUBOADINATFS.
10 HE APITOACHS EACH TASK IN A POS:TV MANNER. 10. HE DISTORTS REPORTS TO MAKE HIS E3JII LOOK .ET-TER.

Figure
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS THAT ARE DONE OR DSPL-A-Y-ED MOST OFTEN

Superiors' View of Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOV View of Superiors

I E I ArnCHM ACOKIM APERFORM HI STATqTIK :. HE !Sil APPOAHALE
2. RE is APPROACSIIAIC. 2. PC !S IMES TCALLT C010=1= TO IMOM MIS OUTIUS.

- HE ASSIGNS IDIATE SIMXD~1A4TES TO 5PECrnC TASK$. 4. 1;1 !S W1ILG To s..7Tm HIS rSt6mIATC3.
5. HE LETS TILL "MERS Of HIS UIT! POW WHAT IS S. oz C(19t'flCATES EYUXTIVZLY WIIT8 111S St"AGRXIIATES.

EXPEC~TED OF THEM...16. PA ' M HIGH S1M0A3W Of ?UIJOR!.AiE.
ME SETS NICE STANEDARDS Or PEAFOR1MAE. 7. HE SETS THE EXAKfL.E VOR HIS MEN ON 1.70 OFF DWfl

'. HE CLOM"ICATES EFYWTIVELY WITH HIS S LBRD~LUSTES. 8. HE 15 EASY TO LEUERSTMID.
e. ME 1S WILLISC TO SLTPi HIS SUBOFDLNArCS. 9. HE IS AWARE Or THE STATE OF HIS WIT'S )0-,AI.F AMb
9. HE 1i0 EASI 1*0 UNDERLSTAND. OES ALL RE CAN TO -AKE IT MICH.

1,HE KIXLS HUN %0L AND THEIR CAPABILITIES. 10. HE TA17S AM MI~ATE ACT147. (10 HIS OWNl.

Sr. N1COs' View d1 Themselves

I MV!LLX TO SUOF Xf SMO!,nIATES.
2. 1 AM AmORCUMVE.
3. 1 AM TWZCALY COCPWTU TO PCRM W O ITIS.
4. 1 SET MJIO STAX~M OF PERFOKMA.CZ.
5.5. 1 TAUE APPUMUra 1C110 ON ?a OWiN.
5.3. 1 AFFOAt.M XWX TASK IN A POSITIVE MUNlE.
1.3. 1 Sri TPAT SOFOIMT1S UTZ WE MATERIALS INtT

M TO Umr I1.
7.5. 1 AN AWARE OF TU STATE OF WT LMIT'S MaRALE AMD

DO ALL. I CAN TO MAKE 1I MIGM.
9. 1 LET TEE W(BAS OF MY UWIT OW1C VHW; IS EXPECTUD

or -Rm.
I WN~ MyT '" AMD -1AE CAPABILITIES.

Subordinates' View of Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOs' View o Subordl-ates

HE IS TvCWimCALy c1PETc -n P"F" HiS DUTTEs. 1. %E 1S TECHNICALLY CGOEER7 TO ZMPOFL XIS DUTIES.
LE IS API,'0ACF1ABLE. Z. RE le, APROFC)ABLE.

RE :s WILL.2% TO SFPJ'PSStO:A-S 3. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SLBOrLINATES.
4.5. HE L'VS HIS --04 AND THFIR WAUILITLES. 4. HE COMMV1CATES EFFECTIELY WITH MIS STIBOrDUATES-
47-.. Hi AS il(.'S 5 -I.ZDLATE SE13N)TTATES TO SPECIFIC TASKS 5. 4F :S FASY TO LUNDFSTAX).

HE C~IIAS£EFECTWELY ITH M~S SUBsio:XAvES. 4. ! A?WPCACffVS EACH TASK !% A POSITIff KANNER.
7. M SETS MI1CH STANDD OF PERFCMNAMZE. HF SLt.S 7HAT 5LSORD114ATES HAVE THlE MATERIAL'S THEY

ME SEES THAT SBORfl'AT' S HAVE THE flPTERIAS **)-TY VF!1 , 70 W.ORK. WIT
NU-) TO d0I4K W!l. ii E ET FIICtR S!A70ARDS OF' PENPOFMAItC.

ME LETS THE IVER CF h:S Vl~TI 12-1W .IA7 :S. HE YICMOS HIS KE!' AVD THEIR CAPABILITIES.
rXPECTED or TH4. I,,. Hii E s E XI!OC.SfD OF iPE Tatt 571r.TINow GOOD AND

Yl- AMACUS f.ACH TASK '. A BAD,~V 3 0?rF. NP ALL CIRC0L93TA3ICES.

F~gure 2
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS IHAT SHOULD BE DONE OR DISPLAYED MOST OFTEN

Superiors' View of Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOs' View d Superiors

I HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE. I HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE.2. HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFORM HIS DUTIES. 2. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S P.RALE AND3. HE LETS THE HEERS OF HIS UNIT IOW WHAT IS DOES ALL IE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.
. PECTED OF THEM. 1 1 3. HE SETS THE EXAMPLE FOR HIS MEN ON AND OFF DUTY.4,. HE C ICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES. 4.5, HE IS TECIIHTCALL': CCMPETEMT TO PERFJRM HIS DUTIES.

5. HE KEEPS ME INFORMED or THE TRUE SITUATION, GOOD 4.5. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.
AND MAD. UNDER ALL CIRCUMTANCES. 6.5. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.6. HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND. 6.5. HE CCO40ICATES EFFECTIVELY WITh HIS SUBO.DINkTES.7.5. HE SETS THE EXAMPLE FOR HIS MEN ON AND OFF D/tY. 8. HE YfOUS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPIILITIES.7.5. HE KJOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES. 9. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES.9. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER. to. HE KEEPS HE IHFORMED OF THE TPUE SITUATION, GOODjO. HE IS APPROACHABLE. 

AND BAD. UNDER ALL CIRCUMTANCES.

Si'. NCOs' View of Themselves

1. I SET HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE.
2. 1 SET TRE E/XAMPLE FOR MY MEN ON AND OFF DLTY.
3. 1 AM AWARE OF THE STATE OF MY UNIT'S MORALE AND DO

ALL I CAN TO HM IT HIGH.
4.5. 1 AM EASY TO UNDERSTAND.
4.5. I AM TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PERFORM MY DUTIES.
6.5. 1 APPROACH EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.
6.5. 1 AM APPROACHABLE
8. I MOW MY MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.
9. 1 C011MUNICATE EFFECTIVELY WITH MY SUBORDIHATES.

10. I LET THE MEMBERS OF MY UNIT KNOW WHAT IS EXPECTED
OF THEM.

SuboJinates' View of Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOs' View of Subordinates

I. HE IS EASY TO UNDTESTAOD. I. HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE.2. HE IS TECIACALLY COETN: TO PERFORM HIS DJIES. 2.5. HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.
4. HE INCtP HIS O AND THEIR CAPABILITIES. 2.5. HE KEEPS HE INFORMED OF THE TRUE SITUATION, GOOD4.5. HE CWI AS EFFANDECI W ITHISORIATES. AND BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES.4.5. HE COMMUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH PIS SUEORDIN&TES. 4. HE SE1o, CRE EXAMPLE FOR HIS HEN ON AND OFF DUTY.
6.5 HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MA.fHER. 5. HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPETENT TO PER7OR.I HIS DUTIES.6.5. HE IS AWARE OF THE STARE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND 6.5. HE IS AWARE OF THE SlATE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE ANDDOES ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.8. HE SETS IGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE. DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.
9. HE LETS THE MEMBERS OF HIS UNIT KNOW WHAT IS 6.5. HE COMUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.

EXPETEDoF ~i.8.5. HE IS EASY .O UNDERSTAND.
EXPECTED OF :t. 8.5. HF Is APPROACHABLE.

10. HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT HIS SUBORDINATES. 10. HE LETS THE HFMNERS OF HIS UNIT KNOW WHAT IS
EXPECTED OF THEMh

Figure 3
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS HAVING THE HIGHEST SHORTFALL

Superiors' View d Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOs' View of Superiors

I. HE IS AWARE or THE STATE OF HIS rNIT'S MORALE %ND 1 IHE IS AWARE OF THE qTATE OF' HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND
DOES ALL HE CAN TO MA IT 1A4T N.

7. H1E SEES TO IT THAT PEOPLE UNDER IiIM WORK UP To 11HEIR O. E FSTAIIII lIFT AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL O
CAPABILITIES.

1. HE KEEPS ME INFORMED OF TE TRUI SITUATION, G:D 1. HE SES TO 11T THAT PEOPLE UNDER IM WORK UP TO THEIR
AND BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTAN ;ES. CAPAILITIES.

14. HE CRITICIZES SLUOR.DINATES IN FRONT OF OTHErS. 4. HE SETS THE EXAMPLE FOR HIS MEN ON AND OFF DUTY.
5. HE SETS HGH STAM'ARDS OF PERI.HMANCE. I. HE K.FPS ME INFORMED OF 11ir TRUE SITUATION, GOOD AND
6. HE LETS THE MED'KBES OF IS UNI7 KNOW WHAT IS BAD, INDCR ALL CIRCUMSTANCES.

EXPECTED OF THEM. *6. HE CRITICIZPR. SUtORDINATES IN FRONT OF OTHERS.

7. HE COMIUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SL'ORDINATES. 7. IE SETS HIGHI :.TAND6RDS OF PERFORMANCE.
8. HE EXPRESSES APPRI IATION WHEN A StORDINATE DOES 8. H1E. LETS THE .MPEERS OF HICS UNIT IKNOW WHAt IS

A GOO) JOB. EXPECTEP OF TiHEM.
9. HE CONSTRUCTIVELY CRITICIZES POOR PERFORMANCE. 9. HE SEEKS ADDITIONAL AND MORE 1M1PORTANT RESPONSIBIL-

10. IE SETS THE EXAMPLE FOR HIS MEN ON AND OFF DL'Y. ITIES.
10. HE CN';rRUCIIVELY CRITICIZES POR PERFORMANCE.

Sr. NCOs' View of Themselves

I. I AM EASY TO "HDERSTAND.
*2. I AM SELFISH.

*3. I CRITICIZE SUBORDINATES IN FRONT OF OTHERS.
4. I SEE TO IT THAT PEOPLE UNDER ME WORK UP TO THEIR

CAPABILITIES.
5. 1 KN1OW MY MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.
6. 1 AM AWARE OF THE STATE OF MY UNIT'S MORALE AND DO

ALL I CAN TO MAW. IT HIGH.
*7. 1 MAKE IT DIFFICULT FOR MY SUBORDINATES TO USE

INITIATIVE.
B. I APPROACH EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.

*9. I ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A HIGH LEVEL OF DISCIPLINE.

10. I SET THE EXAMPLE FOR MY MEN ON AND OFF DUTY.

Subordinates' View of Sr. NCOs Sr. NCOs' View of Subordinates

I. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS ULIT'S ,10RALE AND 1.5. )IF KFPS ME INFORMED OF THE TRUE SITUATION. GOOD
DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH. AD AD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCE.

2. HE STANDS UP FOR HIS SUBORDINATES EVEN THOUGH IT 1.5. HE R.ADF TO IT TAT PEOPLE UNDE .HIM WORK UP TO
MAKI:S HIM UNPOPULAR WITH HIS SUPERIOR. THEIR CAPABILITIES.

"3. HE CRITICIZES SUBORDINATE. IN FRO T OF OTHERS. 3. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND
4. iE KEEPS XE INFOIEUMD OF THE TRUE SITUATION, G0 DOES ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.

AD BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES. '4. HE ESIAILISIES AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL OF
5. HF KNOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES. DISCIPLINE.
6. HE IS EASY TO UNDER.STAND. 5. HE MO0WS HIS HE N AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.
7. lIE EXPRESSES APPRECIATION WHEN A SUBORDINATE DOES A h. IF CONSTRUCTIVELY CRITICIZES POOR PERFORMANCE.

GOOD JoB1. *7. HE CRIIICIZES SUBOA.DINATFS IN FRONT OF OTHERS.

. HE SEES TO IT T4AT PEOPLE UNDER HIM WORK UP To THEIR 8. HE STANDS UP FOR IS$ SUBORDINiA'rES EVEN THOUGH IT
CAPABILITIIS . MAKES HIM UNPOPULAR WITII HIS SUPERIOR.

HF :3 IO(,IOIUI. AND ;IDERATE OL T.ThER. 9. HE IS EASY TO INDERSTAND.
:S. It l.Z T) S ,iptII III , ,IIjIAIPS, .11. I . 11TS THE M:MEIFRS OF HIS UNIT KNOW WIV.M IS

LXPtX;TLU OF. or TH2.

%e(,3hvW- shorifaIl i. ' , a behavior pprceived to be performed more than it should be.

Figure 4
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DISCUSSION

The preceding fiur figures are direct answers to the eight
questions listed in the introduction. These answers are based on averages
of large groups of individuals in maay different jobs throughout the Army.
Therefore they probably do not fit exactly any one single Senior NCO.
However, they should be an adequate guide and starting point for a Senior
NCO who wants to examine and improve his own leadership. The list of
shortfalls, in narticular, should be of interest to anyone concerned with
the continual Improvement of NCO leadership.

Superior-Subordinate Roles.

In Monograph #3, Junior NCO Leadership, it was noted that Junior NCOs
tended :o view their subordinates in much the same way that they, the
Junior NCOs, were viewed by their superiors. Also Junior NCOs viewed
their superiors similarly to the way they, the Junior NCOs, were viewed by
their subordinates. This finding is also true of Senior NCOs. In all
four figures, there is marked similarity between the lists in diagonal
corners of the page. This again points up the importance of the per-
spective, point of view, or role from which leadership is perceived.
Subordinates across levels tend to see their bosses in a consistent
fashion, and superiors across levels see their subordinates in a con-
sistent fashion.

This finding is discussed in more depth in Monograph #3, Junior
NCO Leadership.

Senior NCO Leadership Shortfalls.

Figure 4 reveals that superiors of Senior NCOs and subordinates of
Senior NCOs agree o'i the number one shortfall in Senior NCO leadership.
This is "being aware of the state of his unit's morale and doing all he
can to make it high." This behavior also appears on both the superiors'
and subordinates' lizts of most important leadership behaviors (Figure 1)
and on the subordinates' list of behaviors which Senior NCOs should do
most often (Figure 3). Although this behavior is one of the 10 behaviors
which Senior NCOs report they do most often (Figure 2), it is recognized
by the Senior NCOs themselves as a rmajor problem area. It is seen by the
Senior NCOs as their sixth largest shortfall area. Obviously, this is
an area where Senior NCOs should concentrate their efforts. Morale is a
highly complex area and one in which problems are not easily solved.
Therefore, this problem. should not be "pushed off" on the Senior NCO.
All persons involved, both superiors and subordinates alike, muat share
in the responsibility for morale and in attempts to improve early
recognition of morale problems and their solution.

Senior NCOs see their own greatest shortfall in "being easy to
understand." This behavior is not seen as a major problem area by
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superiors of Senior NCOs and ranks only sixth according to subordinates
of Senior NCOs. Thus it would appear that Senior NCOs may be doing a
bet-ter job in this area than they believe. However, understanding between
the professional soldier and entry level personnel, both officer and
enlisted, will always be important.

Senior NCOs also believe that they are considerably more selfish
than they should be. While this is probably true of all of us, it
should be pointed out that this problem is not seen by either superiors or
subordinates of Senior NCOs.

Senior NCOs, along with their superiors and their subordinates, do
agree that a major shortfall in Senior NCO leadership is that too often

Senior NCOs "criticize their subordinates in front of other:s." This is a
problem which could be corrected fairly easily, since all parties

involved, including the Senior NCO, agree that criticism of subordinates
in front of others is overdone by the Senior NCO.

The final area to be singled out in this discussion of Senior NCO
shortfall Ls a highly important area from the point of view of both
superiors and subordinates. This area of leadership behavior is, "he
keeps -. informed of the true situation, good or bad, under all
circumstances." Both superiors and subordinates see a major shortfall in
this area. However, Senior NCOs appear to be relatively unaware of the
problem. Therefore, Senior NCOs in general should perhaps put extra effort
into Insuring that both their superiors and their subordinates are kept
informed. It should also be noted that Senior NCOs see this particular
behavior as the largest shortfall in the behavior of their subordinates,
and the fifth largest shortfall on the part of their superiors.
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MONOGRAPH # 5: COMPANY GRADE OFFICER LEADERSHIP

In this study, individuals serving in grades 0-1, 0-2, and 0-3 have
been classified as Company Grade Officers. Monograph # 1, Demographic
Characteristics of Army Leaders, describes the demographic breakout of the
three officer samples (Company Grade Officers, their superiors, and their
subordinates) upon which the information in this monograph is based.

General Bruce C. Clarke (USA-Ret.) has observed on several occasions
that "leadership" is analogous to leading a horse by the bridle--the leader
is out in front and the horse follows; "commandership" is analogous to a
rider in the saddle--there is still direct contact between the rider and
mount, however, the horse is guided by commands from the rider; and finally,
that "generalship" is analogous to a driver with reins and a whip riding
behind the horse in a sulky. In General Clarke's model, it is interesting
to note that Company Grade Officers--primarily lieutenants--fill the only
commissioned officer position specifically designated as a "leader," i.e.,
"Platoon Leader." Also Company Grade Officei:s--primarily captains--
typically fill the initial or lowest "commander" position, i.e., Company
Commander.

This uniqueness of the Company Grade Officer may be important for
several reasons. First, it is at the Company Grade Officer level that
most actual face-to-face leadership takes place. Second, this level is
the interface between the officer corps and the enlisted soldier. Third,
it is during the company grade years that an officer's style and technique
of leadership is developed. Fourth, during this period the young officer
must make the transition from "leader" to "commander." And fifth, if the
informal contract between the enlisted soldier and the Army is going to
work, (and, with volunteer sustainment, it must) the Company Grade Officer
who administers this contract must be aware of the expectations and
perceptions of his subordinates. The Company Grade Officer is, in effect,
the critical, chief negotiator for the informal contract. This monograph
focuses on these expectations and perceptions as well as the expectations
of Company Grade Officers themselves and che expectations of superiors of
Company Grade Officers. The information in this uonograph may be used to
answer many questions such as the following:

1. What are the most important leadership behaviors for the
Company Grade Officer from the point of view of their superiors, their
subordinates, and the Company Grade Officers themselves?

2. What do Company Grade Officers perceive as the most important
leadership behaviors on the part of their superiors and subordinates?

3. Which leadership behaviors do Company Grade Officers perform
r dislaym*os e frneqit , according to themselves, their superiors, and

r'weir subordinates?
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4. Which leadership behaviors do Company Grade Officers believe
their superiors and their subordinates perform or display most frequently?

5. Which leadership behaviors should be performed or displayed
most frequently by Company Grade Officers according to themselves, their
superiors, and their subordinates?

6. Which leadership behaviors do Company Grade Officers believe

should be performed most frequently by their superiors and their
subordinates?

7. For which leadership behaviors do superiors, subordinates,
and Company Grade Officers themselves Eee the greatest shortfalls in
Company Grade Officer leadership?

8. For which leadership behaviors do Company Grade Officers see
the greatest shortfalls in their superiors and in their subordinates?

METHODOLOGY

On the following pages are presented sumxaaries of several aspects of
Company Grade Officer leadership.

Figure 1 focuses on the leadership behaviors seen as most important
by Company Grade Officers themselves, by superiors of Company Grade Officers
and by subordinates of Company Grade Officers. In Figure 1. as in each of
the figures to follow, there are five lists of leadership behaviors. Three
lists reflect the views of Company Grade Officers. These are: (1) the
Company Grade Officer's view of his own leadership in the center; (2) the
Company Grade Officer's view of the leadership of his superior in the upper
right; and (3) the Company Grade Officer's view of the leadership of his
immediate subordinates in the lower right. The other two lists in the
figures are: (4) the views of immediate superiors of Company Grade Officers
in the upper left; and (5) the views of immediate subordinates of Company
Grade Officers in the lower left, with superiors and subordinates both
describing the leadership of Company Grade Officers.

Figure 2 focuses on the leadership behaviors which are done or
displayed most frequently. As in Figure 1, five lists are presented.
This figure is basically a description of perceived leadership behavior.
On the left side of Figure 2 are descriptions of Company Grade Officer
leadership as perceived by superiors of Company Grade Officers and by
subordinates of Company Grade Officers. In the center of the figure is the
Company Grade Officer's description of himself and at the right his
description of his superior and his subordinate.

Figure 3 focuses on the leadership behaviors which individuals feel

should be done most frequently. The five lists in Figure 3 are basically
expectations or lists of desired behavior. On the left of th, figure are
listed the behaviors w hich superiors and subordinates expect or desire
most frequently from Company Grade Officers. In the center are the
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Company Grade Officer's expectations of himself and on the right the
behaviors which he expects from his superior and the behaviors which he
expects from his subordinates.

Figure 4 focuses on potential problem areav or shortfalls. Shortfall
has been defined here as the difference between how frequently a behavior
is done and how frequently it should be done, weighted by the importance
of the behavior. As a mathematical formula, shortfall can be represented
as below:

shorti.1l =(Expected or - Actual or per- x Importance
desired frequency ceived frequency)

The concept of shortfall combines all three of the aspects of leader-
ship presented in Figures 1, 2, and 3. The basic idea of this concept is
that if an individual feels that, for example, his superior should always
be easy to understand but in fact perceives him as seldom easy to under-
stand, a problem exists. If the individual feels that being easy to
understarA is not an important behavior, Lhen this problem is probably not
very serious. Hcvever, if the individual feels that being easy to under-
stand is very important (as did n-.st of the individuals in the study) then
the problem is very serious and demands corrective action.

The largest shortfalls in Company Grade Officer leadership behavior
as seen by superiors and subordinates are listed on the left of Figure 4.
The largest shortfalls in their own leadership behavior as seen by Company
Grade Officers themselves are in the center and the largest shortfalls
which Company Grade Officers see in their superiors and in their subordinates
are listed on the righ:.
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_ I
LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS THAT ARE SEEN TO BE MOST IMPORTANT

Superiors' View d Company Grade Officers Company Grade Officers' View o Superiors

I. IM 0I1S HE INFORiED OF THE TIUE SITUTION. C 1. ME is uILLIN TO SUPORT HiS SUaSORUIME.
AD &AD. UDE ALL CIlSC INCES. 2 HI IS TiHICALLY COMITU TO ""Cox rIS DTItIU-

2. R SITS ECK STAARDSM Or ?EIKJPOZW. 3. KE COMiUTES 1YWTZVMY. VITU HIS SIR IIATES.
3,S. li KOS HIS I AiD TYlM CAPAJILITIES. 4. RE X)K)WS HIS I AD TlEI CAPAILTIES.
3.5. ME IS IIHIICALLY COMFETUT TO PtRFO IS DMTIES. 5.5. HE IS Ah-tM OF THE STATE Or HIS ,L IT'S IALZ ED
5. E IS AWMRE OF THE STATE OF HIS IIIT'S "A AD I ALL HE CAN TO MAKE IT HIGH.

tI~tS LL MErCLI TOHJ IV~lST NGH. 5.5. HE KEEPS ME INFORMD ( THE TlU SITUATION. 0OC)
6. ME CGft7H0JICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUI DINATES. A *N, BA )n AL. CIACUlSTANlES.

7. HIE STAILISHES AD HAINTAIKS A HIGH LEM. OF ar is AP81rGUA.1LE.

DISC iniNl. S. HE LEITS THE MEEMR S .OF S IIIT KNOW WHAT IS

G 5. ME LETS TIM EMBERS Of MIS UNMIT KM( WHAT IS ECPWTWI Of THEM.
UECTED OFTHM 9. ME IS EASY TO LI'ItZTAAI)

8.5 HE APPROACHES EACH TASI 1N A POSITIVE MANNER. to. HE SETS NIGH STANDARDS Or PERIWR)CE.

10. RE SETS TE EEAu FOR HiS muA a" Ani OFF DUTY.

Company Grade Officers' View of Themselves A

I.I AM TECHNICAL.LY COMMTENT TO PERFORM1 MY DUTIES. I
2 I CoS L LICATE EFTECTIVELY WITH K SI7SCDIXATE.

3. 1 AN UILLINC TO SVPPORT -f SUORX)IXATS-.
4. 1 jO1 MY PON AD THEIR CAPABILITIES.
S. I AM AWARE OF TE STATE Or MY LWIT'S MRALE AND DO

ALL I CAN TO MAIE IT MICH.

6. . LET TiKI MEMBES O IY INIT ) 1W 1"lAT IS -r LlWTED
OF THE.

7. I AM EAST TO LMERSTAID
& I ST. HIGH STA-VDUL t FD ETCkV.I .E
9. I REnSS AIPFflIATItO WE09 A StINODL '*AT D CS

• - GOaD 105

10. 1 AM APIO&AALL

Sutordinates' View of Company Grade Officers CompA.n% (rade Oficers' View of Subordlntes

I. NEZ IS WILLIEI TO SL'fl07 Is SU'OKiCR-)INAE. I 1ll IS .!S5(IALLT CG3'lft'T"T "0 RIE701 I ' rS DLCIFrS.

2.5. HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF MIS LXIIT IM,MAU AND 2 ;t. A S ?U Irr*t= THE TiLT SITIATIou. GCOC

DOES ALL ME CAll TO MAKE IT HIGH AL lD. V ALL CISCZATPIES

2 5 Kr KEEPS HEl INFORME or THE TRU.E SITAT'I. (.m I NE SItS HIGH4 STAND'AI OF PERFOR)WXE.
AID Su. =Il ALL CZi.S6MTA.'ICES It "E 75 HIS 17 AID THEIR CAPABILITIES.

HERE KNO HIS MEN A.2 THEIR CAMAILITIES. 14C C'' ICATES IMTECTIVELT WITH HIS SUS W.D!T ,AT

S.3. HE C(IJ IICATES EFlCTIVELY WITH HIS SUIBMI)IAT!S h 4R IS A£A311 Or Thl, STA7L O MIS hI IT'S HOULE AI

5.5. Il. IS TECHNICALLY CO1fETatRi TO '3!7011 HIS D IIs VMAS ALL Ni C.P9 TO 116K IT MIC.I.

7. HE IS EAST TO LMUDSTARD. 7 4! .MT is! PD!OL. OP His "NIT *COU WHAT is
8.. NI SETS MIGH STANDA r Of PERToMKL. El$rrT". . TF..

8.3. HE IS AFIWRNCMLE it ;'RTCt'.0ZlS 55tH T.ki I,% A P0TTIVZ MUMI.

10. HE LETS THE MEKSDESS OF HIS LNIT 016 IHA %f 9!. t'I AST * Ifet0S!AN.
EXPECTEX) or THEM. 9 5 I 41 Mkins41 A.4D MA! WIA14S A NIGH LEVEL OF

Figure I
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LLADERSHIP BLHAVIOP THAI AE[~ DON[ OR DIlSPLAYED MOST OFTEN

Superiors' View of Company Grade Officers Company Grade Officers' View of Superiors

I. HE 1S APPROAHABLE. 1. HF. 15 APV8ROAHABLE.
2. RE '$ TEMNCALLY CrTrEIFT TO PWklwn k1i !JLIIES. , a ArrxoAcwT EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE KMtKS
3. HE 15 WILLING To SUPPORT HIS SL1S"INATES. 1. RIy SETS HIGH SlANDAAM OF IFEKTWIIACE.
'.. HE A"flIXCHS EACH TASK INI A "151TIVE MAZU6U1. .4 H AssIGNS IfIIIATZ SUoaDINATCS TO StOCIPIC TASXS.
5. HE~ CONWMCflAT93 EFFECTIVELY WITH In' lUBMRIHAI 1 5. HE2 IS WILLING2 TO SUPPOR.T HIS SUBORDINATES.
6. HE 1S EASY TO I~UNTEIAN0. 16. 111 SETS THlE EL64"1* ?Olt HIS KN. ON AND OFF DUTY.
8. HE KNOWS3 HIS MENl AND THEIR3 W"AILITYKS. 1. VIE TAXIS APPROPRIATE ACTION ON4 HIS 00-I
a. HiE Kars RE INFOO OF TIL TIMl sITUATIX, l;O~x b. h14 ISMAY TO tDERSTA)4D.

61 AND. MWEE ALL CIIMSTANCEZ. 9,f .xCgNICATtLS FPXTVELY WITH1 HIS SUBIRDIHAI 8.
8. HE SETS THlE titAKI.F FOR HI S n ( A!ZlD DVrf. to. W, LETS THlE KLnauS Of HIS UNIT KNOW4 WHiAT IS EXPECT

10. HtL SWi MYA StCSIX.N?(A:ES PAVE hft MATERIALS -311 Of THEN.
SEED TO WtXEi VIM14

COMr Dany Grade Officers' Vieri of I hemsel-es

2.5A! WILLZr TO SCPut, Iff SL'IMII'LS.
I. I FlnESS ArnfW:ATION WHE1N2 A SUBCMDIICATF DOES A ?A7(C1JZ

4. III.AE VFdTIV1EI( U:74 FIN Stl"DIXiA~kS.
'. I AN TtCVCICALLY CISIPEET T'j PED.IOI 4lY Dk1831.

C. SET Hi. AXU.XD6Y OF rTl',IXNR.A2KIE
AFIICI EAHd 7A$K IN 1. POSIIVE KAZOIFI.
TAtt AI'PROfEIA5E ACTIA ON4 ?(Y (N.
44Id M]l Pff MEN A) Tiiflo .A?AAILITIE,.

AND 4LoHA. LVfS. A .L CX,'STACES.

Subordinates' View of Company Grade Officers Companty Grade Officers' View of Suoordinate.;

H. *(FS TfYICALALE 4E~N ',', rETeMN* E~C ICALLY COMPETENT TO PEREFMJ HIE DUIES.
HE Ke;4 1*3 15 I A?PI&OACRAALE. SSIDKT

15 .IS L% -31±14 StPf1014 (OjS SLw-'KTS 4..5, gE V.NiiS IS 15.4 6141 IHEF CAPASILITIES.
3.5. 1 C141A1F tfiX~1ILS6~T~ < s:1.~.r~i42) !2ES THA&T S'(UIIDiNATKT- HAVE THE HATERIALS THEY1

5.5. 1-. IS EAS: I) LI~tFRTAJ4:). T r IH
F I 111,- STANDALi. OF I'L~f0PA2%Ll OFU %r TO PCAZ TO~ PROBLEMhtEN &(3M Mr.VC1E OPtX8~II~~t ASL 3WA~ S3f31AL.I.~~ .~ . H AY TO UKIDER.STAND. 'Svai% tS14 ExmflLF r.*. HIS Kt-5 oW. wj.. A .~ 4K01L ATrES EFECUTIVELY WI5TH HIS SUBORDINATES.
mk IZk- T4F !,TNSFAN (IF ((15 #'NOW WM 9 IF (kEI X Y SOPI OF THE TRUE SIT ION. GOOD

Ei'tA.ril (,F IRE1. Mk) ~liDE~fR ALL CIRC~I?5TAKES8.
ill)4 C,'i3EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE KAMMIE.
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS THAT SHOULD BE DONE OR DISPLAYED MOST OFTEN

Superiors' View of Com~pany Gradb Officers Comipany Grade Off icers' View of Superiors

1. E S TS NIC S ou c or ra w ow t.1. is is 1w riCALL CQ O8T To ?UJLWI NIS 547U.

tXU=t or30 THEM. 3.U HE IS~ EAST TO.T WOMSTK? A~Wi1) 2
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Company Grade Officers' view of Themselves
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Subordinates' View d Compa3ny Grade Officers Company Grade Officers' View of Subordinates
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LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS HAVING THE HIGHEST SHORTFALL

Superiors' View of Company Grade Off leers Comoany Grade Officers' View of Supericrs
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Company Grade Off icers' View of Themselves
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Subordinates' View of Company Grade Off ien Company Grade Officers' View of Subordinates
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DISCUSSION

The preceding four figures are direct answers to the eight questions
listed in the introduction. These answers are based on averages of large
groups of individuals in many different jobs throughout the Army and do not
fit any one single Company Grade Officer precisely. The questions and the

answers, however, should be an adequate guide and starting point for a
Company Grade Officer in examining his own leadership or in developing that
of his subordinates.

Superior-Subordinate Roles.

In Monographs ) 3 and 4 dealing with Junior NCO and Senior NCO leader-
ship, it was noted that there was a marked similarity between the views
that subordinates held of NCOs and the views that the NCOs held of their
superiors. The same similarity existed between the superior's view of the
NCOs and the NCO's view of their subordinates. Within the Company Grade
Officer module, this similarity between grot-Ds in comparable roles is much
less noticeable, although still present to some extent.

This difference may result from the leader-commander distinction
mencioned in the introduction. Essentially subordinates of Company Grade
Officers looking up at their superior are viewing a "leader," while Company
Grade Officers looking at their own superior are viewing a "connander."
To the extent that this distinction is perceived by those involved, a
difference in expectations would be predictable.

Shortfalls in Company Grade Officer Leadership.

Both Company Grade Officers and their superiors agree that the greatest
shortfall in Cempany Grade Officer leadership is "seeing to it that people
under him work up to their capabilities." Even subordinates, who might
expected to be less concerned with such directly task-oriented, see this
as the third largest Company Grade Officer shortfall. The shortfall in
this particular behavior strongly substantiates that time-proven verity of
basic Army leadership which stresses, "Know Your Men." It says, in effect,
that the Company Grade Officer should put far more time and effort into
knowing in detail the characteristics and capabilities of each subordinate.
There is much latent potential there, untapped and unused, perhaps because
personnel turbulence or a multitude of other requirements drain away the
Company Grade Officer's precious reserves of time.

In the list of ten greatest Company Grade Officer shortfalls as seen
by Con.,any Grade Offirers themselves, three behaviors are listed which do
not appear on either the superiors' or subordinates' lists. These
behaviors are "I am easy to understand," "I am selfish," and "I am zechnically
competent to perform my duties." Since neither superiors nor subordinates
see these as particularly significant shortfalls, this would indicate that
these three areas are probably not as great a source of problems as Company
Grade Officers believe them to be.
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The superiors' list and the subordinates' list of Company Grade Officer
shortfalls each contain only one behavior which is unique. For superiors,
this behavior is "he sets the example for his men on and off duty" and for
the subordinates the unique shortfall is "he stands up for his subordinates
even though it makes him unpopular with his superior." The minimum amount
of uniqueness illustrates well that the Company Grade Officer is not subject
to the widely divergent expectations on the part of his superiors and
subordinates which were found for Senior NCOs (see Monograph # 4, Senior
NCO leadership).

Superiors and subordinates of Company Grade Officers agree on only
three leadership shortfalls which do not appear on the Company Grade
Officers' own list. These shortfalls are, "he trained and developed his
subordinates," "he keeps me informed of the true situation, gcod or bad,
under all circumstances," and "he constructively criticizes poor perfo., Wre."
Obviously, these are potential leadership problem areas, especially difficult
to solve because they are not seen as significant by the Company Grade
Officers. However, with the exception of these th:ee behaviors, it appears.
that Company Grade Officers are relatively aware of the shortfalls they do
have. This would tend to substantiate the finding from the original
Leadership for ti.e 1970's study that Company Graie Officer leadership is in
comparatively good shape.

5-10
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ANNEX A

43 LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS

HE LETS THE MEMBERS OF HfS UNIT KNOW WHAT IS EXPECTED OF THEM.
HE IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND.
HE TRAINED AND DEVELOPED HIS SUBORDINATES.
HE EXPRESSES APPRECIATION WHEN A SUBORDINATE DOES A GOOD JOE.

HE IS WILLING TO MAKE CHANGES IN WAYS OF DOING THINGS.

HE TAKES APPROPRIATE ACTION ON HIS OWN.
HE IS THOUGHFUL AND CONSIDERATE OF OTHERS.
HE OFFERS NEW APPROACHES TO PROBLEMS.

HE COUNSELS HIS SUBORDINATES.
HE SETS HIGH STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE.

HE IS TECHNICALLY COMPET4,NT TO PERFORM hiS DUTIES.
HE APPROACHES EACH TASK IN A POSITIVE MANNER.

HE CONSTRUCTIVELY CRITICIZES POOR PERFORMANCE.
HE ASSIGNS IMMEDIATE >UBORDINATES TO SPECIFIC TASKS.
HE IS WILLING TO SUPPORT hIS SUBORDINATES.

HE KNOWS HIS MEN AND THEIR CAPABILITIES.
HE IS APPROACHABLE.

HE GIVES DETAILED INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW THE JOB SHOULD BE DONE.
HE STANDS UP FOR HIS SUBORDINATES EVEN THOUGH IT MAKES HIM UNPOPULAR WITH

HIS SUPEAIOR

HE LETS SUBORDINATES SHARE IN DECISION MAKING.
HE CRITICIZES A SPECIFIC ACT RATHER THAN AN INDIVIDUAL.

HE SEES THAT SUBORDINATES PAVE THE MATERIALS THEY NEED TO WORK WITH.
HE RESISTS CHANGES IN WAYS OF DOING THINGS.

HE REWARDS INDIVIDUALS FOR A J 3 WELL DONE.
HE SEEKS ADDITIONAL AND MORE IfPORTANT RESPONSIBILITIES.
HE MAKES IT DIFFICULT FOR HIS SUBORDINATES TO USE INITIATIVE.

HE SEES TO IT THAT PEOPLE JNDER HIM WORK UP TO THEIR CAPABILITIES.

HE CRITICIZES SUBORDINATES IN FRONT OF OTHERS.

HE IS AWARE OF THE STATE OF HIS UNIT'S MORALE AND DOES ALL HE CAN TO

MAKE IT HIGH.
HE IS SELFISH.
HE KEEPS ME INFORPMED OF THE TRU SITUATION, GOOD AND BAD, UNDER ALL CIRCUM-

STANCES

HE TREATS PEOPLE IN AN IMPERSONAL MANNER--LIKE COGS IN A MACHINE.

HE DISTORTS REPORTS TO MAKE HIS UNIT LOOK BETTER.
HE BACKS UP SUBORDINATES IN THEIR ACTIONS.
HE COMMUNICATES EFFECTIVELY WITH HIS SUBORDINATES.

HE EXPLAINS THE REASON FOR HIS ACTIONS TO HIS SUBORDINATES.
HE ESTABLISHES AND MAINTAINS A HIGH LEVEL OF DISCIPLINE.
HE DRAWS A DEFINITE LINE BETWEEN HIMSELF AND HIS SUBORDINIATES.

hi Is OVERLY AMBITIOUS AT THE EXPENSE OF HIS SUBORL-,>ATES ANI HIS UNIT.
HE SETS THE EXAMPLE FOR HIS MEN ON AND OFF DUTY.
HE FAILS TO SHOW AN APPRECIATION FOR PRIORITIES OF WORK.

HE DAMANDS RESULTS ON TIME WITHOUT CONSIDI:RING THE CAPABiLITIES AND

WELFARE OF HIS UNIT.

HE HESITATES TO TAKE ACTION IN THE ABSENCE OF INSTRUCTIONF.I i6
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Request all addressees assist us in the attempt to update our mailing
list by completing the following questionnaire and returning it to the
address indicated.

DATE

Commander
U. S. Army Administration Center
ATTN: ATCP-HR-M
Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana 46249

1. Please continue to send copies of the monograph series to
this address. The address label taped below is correct.

2. Pleas( ntinue to send us the monograph series. Howevex.
our address should a corrected as follows.

3. Please remove. us from your mailing list.
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